Po-AeP-g24
q4< Ta9

The Cooperative Agreement between A.I.D./FVA/PVC

and Private Agencies Collaborating Together (PACT)

An Evaluation Report

Final Draft

by

Shirley Buzzard, Ph.D.
Heartlands International Consultants

31 Qctober, 1991



/ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

s
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This is the final gégluation of PACT’'s three year Cooperative
Agreement (CA) wigh A.I.D./FVA/PVC. The CA covered the period
from 1 September; 1288, through 31 August, 1991 and was for a
total amount o0f/$5,175,000 which includes two add-ons. The CA
made up about 27 percent of PACT’s $6 million annual budget This
evaluation, carried out during August, 1991, is required by the
terms of the CA and follows up issues raised by a mid-term
evaluation carried out in May and June of 1990. As it was agreed
in the CA that the A.I.D-approved evaluator would work throughout
the life of the program, the same evaluator carried out both
evaluations

The purpose of the evaluation is to document activities
undertaken since the last evaluation and address issues of
management and governance identified in the mid-term evaluation.
The evaluation is based largely on interviews with 18 of PACT's
27 U.S. Members and program documents describing activities in
the field. The evaluation also drew on notes from interviews
with over 50 representatives of U.S. Private Voluntary
Organizations (PVOs) and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs),
including PACT’s International Members and program partners in
Thailand, carried out for the mid-term evaluation.

Since the CA was signed, several important changes in the
agreement have been made. Originally, CA funds were designated
all for PVOs and to be delivered through a cumbersome set of
programs. Midway through the CA, about the time of the last
evaluation, PVC and PACT agreed that funds should be used to
foster collaboration between NGOs as well as between PVOs and
NGOs. This led to a re-organization and alignment of PACT's
programs into four regional programs. This re-organization has
enabled PACT to target its programs more closely to its mission
and, because it is simpler, made it easier for PACT to
communicate how it works to Members and donors.

Management issues:

A year ago, PACT moved its headquarters operations to Washington,
D.C. Because the move was never discussed or approved by the
full Board of Directors, that move was questioned by some Board
Members. Now that the move has been accomj:ilished, there are no
strong feelings about the location of the office. Costs of
maintaining a small office in New York, primarily for the
Communications Program, which is too new to be moved, and as a
representational office for international wvisitors and the U.N,
will be partially offset by savings in travel time and money.

One consequence of the move has been several new staff members in



the Washington Office, all of whom seem eager and well qualified
for their jobs. PACT is moving towards a new organizational
structure that will see Regional Directors in place in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America who are in charge of all PACT program
activities in their regions. The development of regional offices
is essential as PACT places increasing emphasis on regional
rather ‘than country level consortia and networks. The evaluation
suggests careful attention to lines of communication and
authority as the regional programs are put into place.

One of PACTS most impressive accomplishments is its ability to
leverage funds for the PVO/NGO community. Over the course of
this CA, PACT's program strategy has led to about $55 million for
consortia, PVOs, NGOs and collaborative efforts world-wide.
Members frequently mistakenly believe that PACT uses CA funds for
fund raising but, as with all A.I.D. grants, only overhead is
used for marketing and program development and some of PACT’s
overhead even goes to Members for program development. Seventy-
five percent of the CA was spent on U.S. programs (during the
first two years, all funds had to be spent in the U.S.).

Overall, PACT’s efforts have led to over $10 dollars raised from
other sources for each CA dollar spent on program support and
small grants. Funds spent on overseas programs to develop
consortia and demonstration projects have, by contrast, lead to
the generation of $43 for each CA dollar. This suggests that
PACT’s field strategy is particularly beneficial to the PVO
community.

PACT has been particularly successful at generating funds by
submitting unsolicited proposals to donors. Approximately two-
thirds of the $55 million leveraged was through unsolicited
proposals presented by a coalition of PACT Members, other PVOs
and NGOs. These are funds that would not necessarily have been
available to the development community without PACT’s leadership.

Governance issues:

When PACT started, the idea was that smaller, weaker PVOs working
on grass-roots type development could leverage more donor money
if they worked together. At that time, many PVOs were at the
developmental stage. Over the past twenty years, PACT’'s Members
matured and PACT expanded to include PVOs working in specialty
areas as well as NGOs and other consortia.

PACT’'s mission, ol
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mlnorlty who feel that it is
ﬁlnapproprlate for PACT to be carrying out activities in the field
fland, in particular, for A.I.D. money to go directly to NGOs
without first passing through PVOs. These critics have
{lorchestrated an effort to close PACT down, generally using other
@grlevances as a smoke screen, rather than discussing their




concerns openly.

PACT’s critics, while small in number, persevere and bring up the
same issues at the renewal of each CA, to the point where other
Members who support PACT, weary of the repetltlon, have
disengaged from discussion. Discus : }
InterAction; ToO¥ example, is con51d,
most Members interviewed. There are no compelllng reasons for a
merger and several disadvantages, not the least of which is that
the Executive Directors of the two organizations do not want to
merge.

PACT now has 26 institutional Members (nine international and 17
U.S.) and 11 individual Members. Most international Members are
unable or unwilling to pay their membership dues (ranging from
$500 to $2500 annually) and this has led to some resentment
against International Members whom a few U.S. Members view as not
taking full responsibility and accuse PACT of patronizing them.

Membership is widely viewed as a haphazard collection of
organizations. While PACT staff, at their last annual retreat,
developed their vision of a membership strategy, the Membership
Committee of the Board has not been active. Some organizations
that appear to receive few benefits of membership still support
PACT while some of PACTs most vocal critics are also its greatest
beneficiaries.

Those organizations with the most active programs in countries
where PACT has field staff are the Members deriving the greatest
benefit of Membership. Now that grants and other services such
as workshops are carried out mostly in the field, some Executive
Directors appear to be unaware of the level of collaboration
between their and PACT'’s field staff. PACT Members are always
given preferential treatment in access to grants, workshops, and
information about potential new program initiatives. Despite
grumbling about PACT'’s program policies over the years, no Member
has yet dropped out in protest.

1y-1.980s Since then, some of PACT’S Members ‘have matured to
the p01nt where they, too, feel competent to bid on the
management of umbrella projects under grants from USAIDs. When
PACT bids on a project, it always does so by first contacting all
Members who are currently working or would like to work in an
area and all bids are presented collectlvely with Members, other
PVOs, and NGOs. In doing this, 1t fulfllls one of PACT’s oldest

mandategy ”any ‘one could notdo™

One of PACT’s Members, has been very critical of PACT for working
in the field because PACT, along with other Members, is an
occasional competitor. Other Members that have competed against
PACT, say that competition is normal and healthy. As Members are
successfully able to manage country level consortia, PACT is
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freed to focus more on regional and international consortia and
networks. Slnce PACT always bids on grantas as.
coalltl n &= ‘ ~ompetit:; {

il While PACT's program strategy has evolved and its Members have
1 matured, the governance system has remalned the same. P

- G e RN

embershserveuon»the Board Ot

i . Ind1v1duals”1nterV1ewed“c1ted numerous cases of
E,potentlal conflict of interest. A Task Force has been meeting to
i\l try to resolve the governance problem but has not gathered
“imomentum. There is a growing sentiment that it is time for
PACT’s Board of Directors to be all non-Members, individuals with
a vision of private development s role in the future and a strong
commitment to PACT’s mission.

Relations with PVC are excellent. As PACT places greater emphasis
on regional programs, PVC may play a supportive role in helping
PACT gain access to appropriate A.I.D. regional and Mission
staff. PVC and PACT need to discuss the role of an 1ntermed1ary
organization and the role A.I.D. hopes PVOs will play in their
overall programs. PVC and PACT should consider alternative types
of contracting procedures which allow for longer term CAs (five
years) but with greater program accountability on a year by year
basis. Things have changed so much, that the original CA
proposal bears little relation to current agreements and is not
useful as a measure for evaluation.

Program Performance:

PACT’s program strategy is to build coalitions and networks at
the grass roots level and facilitate their efforts to leverage
funds from donors. For many organizations, collaboration does
not come easy. Using small Institutional Development Grants
(IDGs) as an incentive, local organizations soon learn that
collectively, they are greater than the sum of their parts.
Working together, they can share information, lobby for policy
change, build networks to strengthen their sector expertise, and
leverage donor funds. PACT has.country.level-staff-in-place-in,
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Since the mid-term evaluation, PACT has made excellent progress
in moving from a nearly incomprehensible collection of small
activities to a clear program strategy focusing on four regionms.
Now all PACT activities are designed to further the regional
strategies. Based on an outline generated at the last staff
retreat, a new Program Policy Manual has been drafted and will be
discussed at the next Member Assembly later this month. An
Africa and Asia Regional strategy have been developed with
contributions from Members, other PVOs, and NGOs. The Latin
America Strategy as described in a proposal called CAPACITA, has



not yet been finalized but is under review.

The U.S. program has accounted for 75 percent of the CA funds.
Activities have included 22 administrative workshops, program
workshops in the U.S. and Kenya, and other services to PVOs such
as a Personnel Cooperative, a Financial Managers Association, the
Small Enterprise Education and Promotion Network, and a group
insurance plan.

“for. non- proflt &
: While new, and comprlslng less than four percent
of the CA budget both programs have been much more successful
than originally envisioned. The MPU was designed to generate
revenue for PACT and the MSU will show a profit within the next
two years. The main thrust now is to integrate these two units
more closely with regional field activities and training.

Largely for historical reasons, (in the original CA, all IDGs had
to go to U.S. PVOs) IDGs still come from the U.S. Regional
program although most are now used in the field. PACT managed
116 IDGs to 46 PVOs and 21 NGOs under this CA. Forty-nine
percent of the IDG funds went to PACT Members, 36 percent to
other PVOs and only 15 percent went to NGOs. IDGs are extremely
important to recipients and to PACT'’s program strategy. They are
small but very frequently lead to major new funding or programs
for their recipients. They are a very effective use of money
(only $800,000 made important contributions to new program
development for 67 organizations).

Programs in Africa are moving slowly but p031t1vely, partlcularly
in West Africa. A major new natural resource initiative in
Madagascar will lead to funds for many PVOs and NGOs to work
there. A Reg10na1 Office is open in Dakar though a Regional
Director is not in place there yet. Fréadership.

“the generat GO “program money in

-
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In Latin Amerlca, PACT continues to work with its long time
partners in Cosa Rica and Guatemala and is building up programs
in the Andean region. PACT presence and the consortia it has
assisted have generated $10 million in program funds in Latin
America.

Asia is PACT’s strongest program region with estailished programs
in Thailand, Bangladesh and Nepal, and major new initiatives
underway in Indonesia, the Philippines, Pakistan, India, Tibet,
Thailand, and Cambodia. PACT’s strategy has been effective in
raising over $16 million in funds for PVOs and NGOs in Asia, all
through unsolicited proposals to major donors.




Findings:
The major findings of the evaluation are:

- Despite major institutional stress (a relatively new Executive
Director, new Chairman of the Board, a move of the office to
Washington, major staff turnover, and problems with the Executive
Committee), since the last evaluation, PACT has made major
program strides in clarlfylng its program strategy. The new
regional strategy is appropriate and is fully in line with PACT's
Mission.

- PACT’s Mission is endorsed enthusiastically by most of its
Members. Only a small but very vocal minority feel that PACT
should work only in the U.S. and that CA funds should go only to
US PVOs.

- There was miscommunication between the Executive Director and
the Executive Committee as to what level of involvement in the
development of the next CA was expected. Although the Board
voted to endorse the new proposal unanimously, some Members went
directly to PVC and asked them

NGO communlty 1s
.ed to the“leveraglng 6f over $49 )
2 development of demonstration projects 7
orks that lead to the funding of unsslicited-propesals... .-~

*" has been particularly successful.

Recommendations:
The major recommendations of the evaluation are:

- PACT should continue with the regional strategy and the
development of regional offices. However, PACT has been in a
period of‘g;gg growth and needs to consolidate its programs.
Reglonallzatlon'needs7to be_ accompanied by careful attentien to
ke the regional offices effective. This
ed by clearer signals from the Board on PACT’s
efforts to regionalize.

- Members should review PACT'’s overall and regional program
strategies and make appropriate contributions.

- Members should follow Member-approved procedures for dealing
with grievances against PACT. Internal problems should be
handled internally.

- PACT should constitute a new Board of Directors consisting of
non-Members, one-forth of whom are from each of PACT’s four
program regions (Asia, Africa, Latin America, and the U.S). One

iy



half of the Members should be women.

- PACT needs a membership strategy by which there is a plan for
recruiting new Members (and perhaps eliminating some old ones) so
that the membership array closely matches PACT’s current and
future program strategy.
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List of Acronyms

ACORDE - A Costa Rican NGO consortium

A.I.D. - Agency for International Development
A.I.D./AFR - A.I.D.’s Africa Bureau

A.I.D./ANEE - A.I.D.’s Asia, Near East and Europe Bureau
AITEC - ACCION’s affiliate in Central America
ASINDES - A Guatemalan NGO consortium

ATI - Appropriate Technology International

CA - Cooperative Agreement

CAMARA/CEOP - An Ecuadoran NGO consortium

COPEME - A Peruvian NGO consortium

CRS - Catholic Relieve Services

EIL - Experiment in International Living

FAVDO - an international NGO consortium

FON - Food Oils Network

IDG - Institutional Development Grants

IVS - International Voluntary Services

MPU - Media Production Unit

MSU - Media Services Unit

NGO - Non-governmental organization, non-U.S. based
NRM - Natural Resource Management

PACT- Private Agencies Collaborating Together

PADF- Pan American Development Foundation

PVC - A.I.D./FVA/PVC

PVO - Private Voluntary Organization, U.S. based
RADI - A Senegalese NGO

RFP - Request for a proposal

SAVE - Save the Children

SEEP - Small Enterprise Education and Promotion Network
SME - Small and Micro-Enterprise

USAID - A.I.D. country missions v

VITA - Volunteers in Technical Assistance

VOCA - Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance
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1.0 Background

1.1 The evolution of the Cooperative Agreement

The Cooperative Agreement (CA) covers the period of 1 September,
1988, through 31 August, 1991, for a total of $5,175,000
including add-ons. PACT’'s total annual budget is just over $6
million and the CA comprises 27 percent of PACT’s total revenue.
PACT has undergone two important changes since the CA was signed,
both in conjunction with policy changes at A.I.D/FVA/PVC (PVC).
First, with this CA, PACT money could again go to U.S. based
Private Voluntary Organization (PVO) non-Members and then, midway
through the agreement, PVC allowed its money to go directly to
local Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) in developing
countries. PVC and PACT have worked closely together over the
course of the CA and with PVC support, PACT has become much more
focused in its strategy. (A short history of PACT from the mid-
term evaluation report is included here as Appendix A)

The original objectives of the CA were:

- to strengthen the capacities of Private Voluntary
Organizations (PVOs) to assist local affiliates and
partners.

- to expand.development benefits and broaden impact.
- to strengthen the technical and managerial skills of PVOs.

- to encourage collaboration and joint approaches to PVO
effectiveness.

Prior to 1988, PACT funds went, as they do now, to Members, other
U.S. PVOs, consortia, and NGOs. In 1988, PVC had a policy change
and required all CA funds to go only to PVOs. The 1990 change
was a return to earlier policy.

The original proposal was for $6 million over three years. AID
funded the proposal at a lower level but without guidance as to
how the funds were to be apportioned among PACT’s programs. The
proposal set forth seven types of activities to be undertaken:

- Building the U.S. PVO capacity to assist local affiliates
and partners. This component included workshops, planning
meetings, the production of a video, and other activities to
encourage PVOs to establish local affiliations and work
through existing Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs).



- Technical and Managerial Services: This component included
workshops on management, the personnel cooperative, and the
financial managers association.

- Collaboration: The cbjective of this component was to
test whether PVO/NGO interventions could be more effective
where several worked together on an issue. Two test cases
were the Southern Africa initiative and the Thailand country
program. This also included the Food 0ils in Africa Network
and the SEEP Network.

- Communication and Dissemination: This component included
a marketing study to build a capacity of PACT to collect and
disseminate literature of interest to the PVO community. The
communication program was started with a $90,000 add-on to
the CA.

- Market Driven Services: This has been an experiment to see
whether PACT could generate funds by providing services to
the PVO community-at a small profit. Activities included a
Media Services Unit to produce materials and reports and a
group health insurance plan for small PVOs.

- Institutional Development Grants: Grants of up to $10,000
have been available to PVOs to assist in the accomplishment
of each of the other program categories.

Midway through the CA, in November 1989, PVC and PACT agreed that
PACT should place greater emphasis on field programs and less on
U.S. activities. This was a change PACT welcomed and signaled a
second turning point for PACT as an organization. The midterm
evaluation was held shortly after these changes took place and
one of the objectives of that evaluation was to offer guidance on
how to re-focus the programs.

That evaluation determined that the old CA program categories
were cumbergome and confusing. The evaluation recommended that
PACT's programs be organized along regional lines with staff,
programs, and sub-grants grouped around a program strategy for
each of the four regions where PACT has programs: the U.S.,
Africa, Asia, and Latin America.

The CA also had two add-ons.

- The first was $892,794 for three years to create a Debt
for Development Coalition which PACT managed during start up
but which is now financially and managerially independent of
PACT.

- The second was $90,000 for one year for the Media Services
Program.



In 1990, 2.7 percent of the CA ($137,000) was set aside but only
$44,000 was spent) to start the Citizens Democracy Corps which is
a clearing house on volunteer activities for Central and Eastern
Europe.

1.2 Reasong for the evaluation

The evaluation is being undertaken as required by the CA. The
purposes of the evaluation are two fold:

- to follow up on issues raised and recommendations made in
the mid-term evaluation and,

- to document program achievements since the last
evaluation.

The specific questions the evaluation is designed to answer are:

- Is PACT's mission statement an accurate reflection of what
the organization does? Is the mission supported by PVC,
PACT’'s Members, and PACT’'s Board of Directors?

- Should PACT remain a membership organization? What
alternative governance structures may be appropriate?

- Does PACT compete with its Members?
- Are there.advantages to PACT membership?

- Have the recommendations made in the last evaluation been
acted on?

- What have been the program accomplishments over the past
year? Is the new regional organization structure
appropriate to accomplishing PACT’s goals?

- Is it cost effective to maintain two U.S. Offices?

- What has been the impact of the Institutional Development
Grants?

Following is a description of the evaluation methodology and
information on the management, governance, and program
performance of PACT. Section 6.0 summarizes the main findings,
7.0 gives specific answers to the evaluation questions while the
final section, 8.0, presents recommendations.



2.0 Evaluation Methodology

2.1 Evaluation Design

Under the terms of the CA, PACT was to hire an evaluator who
would work with PACT throughout the CA. A mid-term evaluation
was carried out in May and June of 1990. This is the final
evaluation of the three year CA.

The evaluation was carried during the month of August, 1991. The
Scope of Work (SOW) was drafted after an initial meeting with
PACT’s Executive Director and Deputy Director. The draft was
reviewed by PVC and their comments were incorporated into the
evaluation plan. The final SOW is included here as Appendix B.

2.2 The Evaluator

The evaluator holds a Ph.D. in anthropology and has been a
professional consultant in the field of international development
for the past nine years. During that time she has worked with
many PVOs and NGOs in one capacity or another. She was one of
the originators of the SEEP network and was senior editor of the
SEEP Step by Step manual on the evaluation of small enterprise
projects. She has worked in 25 countries and specializes in
issues of organizational development and program management. Her
sector expertise is in small enterprise development, health, and
gender issues. She carried out the mid-term evaluation of PACT's
CA.

2.3 Evaluation activities

The evaluation was based on the following:

o0 Interviews with 18 U.S. PACT Members including past and
present Members of the Board of Directors.

o Interviews with representatives of InterAction and A.I.D.

o Interviews with all senior PACT staff in the New York and
Washington offices.

0o A review of information from field staff on program
accomplishments.

A complete list of those interviewed is included here as Appendix
C. Because the evaluation also relied on notes from the mid-term
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evaluation, a list of people interviewed then is also included.

As with the mid-term evaluation, the process was a participatory
one. Evaluation findings and issues were discussed with staff
while data were being collected. Many of the recommendations
offered here came from individuals who were interviewed.

This evaluation report was sent to all PACT members early in
September, 1991, just before PACT's annual member Assembly. The
evaluator attended the business sessions of the Assembly and
discussed the report informally with Members. Additional
information gathered after the report was written and circulated
is included here in brackets in appropriate places in the text.

2.4 Limitations of the evaluation

The evaluator had complete access to all PACT files and staff.
Because the evaluation took place during the August vacation
season, some individuals could not be. reached for interviews.

The primary limitation on the evaluation was access to
information from the field. While all field staff had provided
written reports, the evaluator was unable to visit programs and
interview PACT’s international Members. Therefore, this report is
likely to be biased towards issues and problems of U.S. Members.

The mid-term evaluation, carried out just over a year ago, did
include a field trip to Thailand and interviews with many of
PACT’s field staff and international Members at the 1990 Member
Assembly. The evaluator reviewed information gathered then for
this evaluation. [Some international members and f£ield staff were
interviewed informally at the Assembly following circulation of
the draft report].



3.0 Management of PACT

3.1 Move of the office

When PACT was founded 10 June, 1971, its offices were established
in New York. From its earliest days, there has been discussion
of moving the office to Washington but there had never been a
real impetus to make the move. When the new Executive Director
was hired in October, 1989, his home was in Washington. For
reasons that may never become clear, at this point the Executive
Committee urged that the move be made as soon as possible.

The April, 1990, announcement that the office would move caused
great distress among the staff, many of whom had been with PACT
for years, as well as the Board of Directors, some of whom £felt
that such an important decision should have had a feasibility
study and have been voted on by the full Board. One Board Member
felt that it had been clear that the current Executive Director
had the mandate to move the office. "If the board wasn’t anxious
to move the office, they shouldn’t have hired [the current
Executive Director]. His hiring was a tacit approval of the
move."

The move took place over the course of a year with Washington
offices opening in May, 1991. The New York office is still
maintained with a much reduced size. The New York Office is
still home to U.S. program activities including Media Services,
Media Production, and Communications divisions as well as the
SEEP network.

While there was much confusion at the time of the announcement of
the move, in the end the move was accomplished with no disruption
in services and Members now express little or now concern about
the move. Most say the location of the office is irrelevant. A
few people felt that having the office in Washington gave staff
even closer contact with Members but some Members said visiting
PACT gave them an excuse to go to New York where they could make
contacts with other donors and PVOs located there.

The primary concern has been whether it is cost effective to
maintain two U.S. offices. PACT’'s argument is that while it
costs more, the difference is not significant. The same number of
staff and the same number of square feet of office space would be
needed with one or two offices. Annual rent on the New York
offize last year was $99,156 (with a 6 percent increase per
year). PACT’s staff had increased to the point where additional
space would have been needed if the Washington office had not
opened. Rent on the New York office is $74,933 this year and for
the Washington office is $100,035 PACT’'s office in New York is
now much reduced in size and the annual costs are $24,223 lower
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than the Washington office.

The added expense will be offset by some savings. Since one
condition of hiring the current Executive Director was providing
an apartment for him in New York City and that is no longer
needed, $20,000 is saved along with weekly travel expenses for
him. Also, staff frequently traveled to Washington for meetings
saving another estimated $45,000 in travel. While some travel to
New York will be required (e.g., quarterly by the Finance
Director and monthly by the Deputy Director to consult with Media
staff), a substantial savings in travel time and costs will
result. Total costs before (including the Executive Director’s
apartment and staff travel) were about $164,000 and are now (with
the two offices) about $175,000 for a difference of only $8,000.
PACT was given three months free rent on the Washington office as
an incentive to sign the lease. This bonus is not included in
the figures above.

More important than cost is the fragility of the new Media
Production and Media Services Units. These programs have been
very successful but are not yet fully established. Moving these
programs now would be untimely as new staff would have to be
hired and new professional connections with publishers
established. The two programs are not yet mature enough to
consider relocation.

Since it is essential to maintain a New York office for these two
programs, Information Services, SEEP, and other programs can be
run out of that office with minimal disruption to staff
associated with these programs. This year there have been high
travel costs between the two offices in connection with the move
and responding to problems with the Board of Directors. The New
York office is also important as a representation office to
donors such as UNDP and many visitors, especially internationals
still visit that office. Some training will also be managed from
that office.

Within the next two years, Media Services should begin to return
a profit (as Media Production is already doing). This will
further offset the cost of maintaining the office.

3.2 Staffing

As only the Deputy Director, an Associate Director, and one
Adminigtrative Assistant were able to make the move to
Washington, one consequence of the move is that PACT Headquarters
has now has a virtually all new staff. A new Director of Finance
and Administration and her staff of three are creating a much
needed set of office systems and manuals for accounting, reports,
personnel, expense accounts, and recruiting. Previously PACT was
small, staff were all in the office (in New York), most had been
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with PACT for years, and the management system has been a
familial one. Now that PACT has more staff, most of whom are
new, and greater emphasis is to be placed on regional offices,
the development of a rigorous system of office procedures is
urgent.

Other new Washington-based staff include two Associate Directors
for Asia, and one Associate Director each for Latin America and
Africa. At the time of this writing, there was only one Regional
Director in place. One of two Co-directors for Asia began in
Jan, 1991 (located at PACT'’s new Jakarta office) the other will
take responsibilities as of 1 September. The Regional Director
for Africa will be moving to Madagascar to manage the new
umbrella project there and the Associate Director for Africa will
assume responsibility for the programs along with the Deputy
Regional Director who now manages PACT’s new regional office in
Dakar. The position of Regional Director for Latin America is
open and may not be filled immediately.

Morale among the staff in Washington is generally high as most
are new and still in the "honeymoon" stages of their jobs.
Morale among those who have been with PACT longer, particularly
those left behind in New York is very low. Recent governance
problems have lead to a feeling of insecurity and not being
appreciated. Because the current CA is only for one year, all
staff feel uneasy making longer term commitments to individuals
and organizations fearing that PACT’s funding may be in jeopardy
or that its mission or structure might change dramatically.

Because of the move, neither office represents an attractive work
environment. The New York Office looks barren and dilapidated
while the Washington office does not yet have its office
furniture and boxes clutter the office. New carpet is on order
for New York and the offices should be more pleasant before long.
Non-smokers (who are outnumbered by smokers) complain that smoke
in the office is annoying and even contributing to health
problems. Since a new Washington law guarantees all employees a
smoke free work place, this problem should abate when the law is
enforced.

[Following the strong endorsement of PACT’s strategy at the
Assembly, office improvements, and a settling in of new staff,
morale in New York is reported to be much improved. Smoke in the
office continues to be a problem for those who must work in the
central area as smokers often fail to close their doors when
smoking or the smoke leaks out when they do open their doors.]

With the move and new professional and support staff, the
Washington office does not yet have an efficient system of
support. Program staff still spend valuable time sending
international faxes, making photocopies, and doing other tasks
more appropriately delegated to support staff. The New York
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office has more administrative support than the Washington
office, partly because many of those who stayed with PACT there
were at the support level.

PACT has been criticized in the past for not having a clear
organizational chart, or for changing the organizational chart
too frequently. Part of the confusion was the old CA categories
made it difficult to know who was responsible for what. At this
time, PACT is now working from an organizational chart that does
not show lines of authority. A new system will be put in place
when Regional Directors are in place. Both charts are shown in
Appendix D. Finance and Administration are not integrated with
programs.

With new staff in place, the Executive Director and Deputy
Director have been unable to delegate authority as much as they
should have and all the Program staff gave examples of confusion
about lines of authority within the office and particularly how
people in the Washington office relate to the regional people.
Much of the current confusion is because the new system has not
yet been put into place.

[As new staff have learned their jobs, they have taken on
increased responsibility and much more work is now delegated to
Program staff.]

Over the next year or two, as money becomes available, Regional
Directors are to be hired and located in the field and they will
have authority over all programs in their regions. Associates
will to be their support at Headquarters. Some confusion remains
about the relation between the Regional Directors and the
Associate Directors and how they relate to the Deputy Executive
Director. Several staff in the New York office expressed
confusion as to how they relate to those in the Washington
office.

Program staff express strong concern about how field staff can
learn PACT'’s philosophy and become familiar with systems and
staff unless they make regular visits to Washington. To resolve
this problems, authority will have to be delegated to the field
and a communications system will have to be established. The
Executive Director and Deputy Director are conscious of the need
to monitor the situation closely. [The Asia Regional Office,
already in place, will serve as a model for working out the lines
of authority and communication before the other two regional
offices are established.]

Field staff express an interest in becoming more knowledgeable
about the Communications Services. While some publications are
in Spanish or French, they want more information in local
languages and to have more interaction with the communication
staff so that they are more familiar with services available and
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can assist with the development of regional Media Services. They
also expressed a need for objective reviews of PACT'’s
publications (perhaps published in IMPACT) so that they will know
which publications best suit their needs. They cannot tell much
about the publication’s strengths and weaknesses from the
catalog.

3.3 Regionalization

PACT has pioneered in the creation of coalitions of PVOs and NGOs
at the country level. Over the course of the CA, PACT has
refined its country strategy and the use of small grants and
communication. In those places where there are strong country
consortia PACT is placing greater emphasis on regional networks
and sharing of information. This is a niche that is strongly
endorsed by PACT’s international Members as it is one that no NGO
and few PVOs have the resources and skills to develop.

In order to increase their capability at the regional level, PACT
has opened a Regional Office in Asia, and in Africa (Dakar) in
addition to the U.S. Regional Office in New York. The Asia
Regional office will be in the Regicnal Director’s home in
Jakarta. The Africa office in Dakar currently houses only the
Assistant Regional Director and an administrative assistant. The
Regional Coordinator function is still handled in the Washington
Office. The Latin America Regional Office has not yet been
established and, because travel time to the U.S. is less than for
Asia and Africa, it may not be established for some time. Likely
sites are with one of PACT'’s partner agencies in Guatemala or
Costa Rica.

PVC has made it clear that administrative expenses for these
office cannot be paid for out of the CA. They feel that such
offices are most appropriately funded either by USAID missions or
by A.I.D.’s Regional Offices.

Some PACT Members expressed concern about regional offices. The
two main concerns were cost and whether this meant that PACT was
moving towards implementing projects. The costs should be
relatively minor since it is planned that the offices will stay
small, perhaps even sharing offices with a PACT Member or NGOs as
is the case in Indonesia, or working from home.

The development of regional networks and consortia requires a
greater depth and breath of skills than that for country level
coordinat..~s. Jo work internationally, they need stronger
negotiation skills and an ability to work in a variety of policy
gettings. For this reason, PACT does need to have regional
staff as well as country representatives in place to establish a
presence, build rapport, and begin the process of regional
network building. The sources of funding for regional projects
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will be somewhat different and international consortia building
requires a great deal of hands-on collaboration. Staff can save
considerable travel time and money in Asia and Africa if they are
housed in the field. 8Since travel time and costs is not such a
consideration for Latin American, the establishment of an office
there is less urgent.

With PACT's success at raising funds for country level umbrella
organizations, it is likely that they also have success with the
generation of funds for regional level activities. PACT will need
to build relations with A.I.D.’s Regional Offices and PVC can
play a supporting role in facilitating this relationship.

PACT makes it clear that they have no plans to implement
community level projects. All of PACT's programs are carried out
at the community level by other PVOs and NGOs. PACT plays only a
facilitative, managerial, and coordinating role. PACT’s
workshops, for example, are all highly participatory and are
designed to take advantage of expertise available in the local
PVO/NGO community.

3.4 Program strategy and planning

As a result of the mid-term evaluation, and as outlined in last
years staff retreat, PACT has now developed a draft Program
Policy Manual. The draft has been be sent to all PACT Members
and will be discussed at the next annual Assembly in September.
When approved by the Members, the Program Policy Manual will be
an important step in clarifying PACT’s program strategy (both
what it does and what it does not do) for Members, field staff
and potential donors.

[The draft Program Policy Manual was reviewed by staff at a two-
day retreat held just before the September Member Assembly. It
was also distributed to all Members before the Assembly and was
discussed there. The Manual is now being used as guidance for
all new PACT programs. It will continue to be refined over the
next year.]

PACT was very successful in developing its Africa Program
Strategy in dialogue with Members, other PVOs and NGOs. This
participatory approach has lead to considerable support for
PACT’s programs by Member program staff and local organizations.
PACT has an Asia Program Strategy that was developed several
years ago. A Latin America Regional Strategy is included in the
CAPACITA proposal to ROCAP.

Since the mid-term evaluation PACT has tightened its program
planning strategy and all programs now have work plans against
which they evaluate their performance. Office-wide staff meetings
are held weekly during which staff report on accomplishments and
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discuss upcoming activities. In September of this year, in
connection with the annual Assembly, and while all of PACT'’s
field staff are in town, there will be a two day staff retreat to
discuss issues of administration and program development. The
retreat this year will be open to all PACT Members and will
afford them an opportunity to meet and interact with staff and
participate in program development.

Board Members have noted an increase in information coming to
them about the programs. Some say there is too much for them to
absorb and it needs to be condensed. Others have complained that
they are not given enough information on which to base decisions.
Several remarked that the problem is not in the amount of
information they receive but that it is all description of what
has been done. Several expressed the view that they would like
to be consulted more often and included in the development of
ideas rather than just being "talked to" at Assemblies and Board
Meetings.

An example of miscommunication is that, in preparing the proposal
for the next CA, staff prepared concept papers, formal
presentations and several other briefing papers in the six months
leading to the proposal which was approved unanimously by the
full Board in April. Despite this, two Members of the Board
believed they had not been adequately informed and approached
A.I.D. with their concerns, leading to a scuttling of the next
three year agreement.

There has been a lack of communication between the Board and the
Executive Committee about how much information they want and in
what form they want it. A primary task for the new Chair of the
Board (coming on in September) is to work with the Executive
Director to establish guidelines on communication.

One Board Member suggested a "monthly report" with a brief
description of activities this month and a list of ideas and
potential projects on which the Executive Director is inviting
comment rather than the thick documents that come in throughout
the month.

3.5 Fund raising

PACT’s most impressive accomplishment is its extraordinary
ability to raise money for the PVO/NGO community. It has done
this primarily by creating coalitions and demonstration projects
which are attractive to other donors such as USAID missions,
A.I.D. Regional Offices, the World Bank and the U.N. As the
chart below shows, PACT and its partners can take credit for the
generation of $55 million dollars (gross; PACT’s budgeted
overhead rate is 28 percent) for PVOs and NGOs since this CA was
signed.
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While just over $4 million of these funds are still pending the
results are still impressive. Of the $55 million PACT has
assisted in generating, 67.5 percent was through unsolicited

proposals.

These funds would not likely have been available to

the PVO/NGO community without PACT’s initiative. The remaining

32.5 percent was raised through responses to Requests for
Proposals (RFPs) and would have been available but PACT Members
would not have had priority access.

TABLE Showing Funds Raised by Region

Resulting from PACT’'s Leadership
Regional CA Funds Raised Raised in Total funds
Program Spent on through response to | raised
program Unsolicited | RFPs through
support and | Proposals PACT'’s
subgrants Leadership
U.S $ 3,897,727 | -- -- --
- IDGs $ 55,167
E. Europe $ 44,034 | $ 2,799,999 | -- " 1$ 2,799,999
- IDGs $ 14,378
Asia $ 165,204 | $16,647,818 | -- $16,647,818
- IDGs $ 249,184
L.A. & C $ 102,318 | $ 8,065,751 | $ 2,433,000 | $10,498,751
- IDGSs $ 205,461
Africa $ 202,619 | $ 9,800,000 | $15,500,000 | $25,300,000
- IDGs $ 238,908

Leomas

$ 5,715,000

$37,313,568

$17,933,000

$55,246,568

Notes on the Table:
- The figures presented here are as of 31 July, 1991 and are

unaudited figures.

original three year agreement.
- The Table does not include the $90 million trust fund in Sri

Lanka in which PACT has played an active design and

implementation role.
- 84 million of these funds are pending, though all pending funds
included here PACT feels are likely to be awarded.
- $870,647 of ACORDE’s sub-grants were dispersed before this CA
took effect and are not included here.
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The CA has one more month to complete the

One common misconception among Members is that PACT uses its CA

funds to do marketing.

is illegal.
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PACT uses only a portion of its overhead to do

funds,
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marketing and fund raising. Headquarters staff all spend less
than five percent of their time on new initiatives (only $387,211
was spent on marketing and new project development). Some of
that amount is spent on Members as when a PACT staff member was
gsent to Romania to design a program for Project Concern
International.

Of the $5,175,000 in CA funds spent so far, 75 percent were spent
in the U.S. During the first two years of the agreement, all CA
funds were spent in the U.S. Overall, $1,277,273 has been spent
on overseas activities, including Institutional Development
Grants (IDGs).

While CA money is not used directly to leverage funds, PACT’s
presence in the field and its strategy of building consortia and
learning networks has enabled PACT's Members and other partners
to share in the funds that result. Looked at from a cost-benefit
perspective, each dollar of the CA contributes indirectly to the
generation of other funds.

TABLE showing funds raised by PACT for each
dollar of the CA

Funds per CA § Funds per CA & TOTAL

from responding to

unsolicited RFPs

proposals )
Total CA budget $ 7 $ 3 $20
CA funds spent $29 $14 843
overseas 1

At the minimum, if PACT only responds to RFPs, and the current
mix of U.S.-field programs were maintained, the PVO/NGO community
has access to $10 for each A.I.D. dollar going to PACT. At its
best, considering only CA funds spent overseas, the return on
A.I.D.’s dollar is $43. It is difficult to imagine a better use
of A.I.D. funds. Clearly PACT's strategy overseas has generated
impressive amounts of money for PACT’s Members and its sister
agencies.

PACT has also participated in the development of prototype
projects with the World Bank. While the World Bank has always
talked a great deal about working with NGOs, they have not always
been able to find ways to do that. PACT is playing a central
role in the development of the Janasaviya Trust which will open a
$90 million dollar fund to PVOs and NGOs for credit and community
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development funds. PACT is also working with several governments
in Latin America to create programs whereby NGOs can serve, along
with governments, as implementing agencies for Social Investment
Funds.
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4.0 Governance of PACT
4.1 Changing role of PVOs.

When PACT started, its Members were small and unskilled at fund
raising. Through time, larger PVOs such as Save the Children and
CARE joined and the original Members grew and became more
sophisticated. Where one of its original objectives was to bring
its Members into the development mainstream, now its Members are
the mainstream. "The original idea was that Members were at the
teething stage" as one Member remarked. Some of those interviewed
raised the question of what PACT can do for its Members now that
they have matured and no longer need organizational
strengthening.

Meanwhile, partially because of the effort of PACT Members, NGOs
began to develop and flourish. One observed called the
"proliferation of NGOs the most positive development ever." As
NGOs have developed, they are increasingly thrown into
competition with PVOs and it has created an ethical dilemma for
PVOs on whether PVOs should compete with NGOs for donor funds.

Competition between NGOs and PVOs for donor funds is,
unfortunately, an issue that most people feel uncomfortable
discussing. The first responsibility of the Executive Director
of a PVO is to keep the organization alive financially and as
more PVOs start up and donor dollars dwindle, that means
increased competition. Some PVOs have gone out of business and
several are marginal, others have merged to stay alive.

Some PACT Members recall the good o0ld days when PACT’s money was
divided among its Members and may still feel they have a
proprietary right to the CA money. There is a general feeling
that PACT’s critics may see a dismantling of PACT as leading to
greater access for themselves to PVC's money. In earlier times,
funds went directly from PACT/NY to the PVO headquarters and the
benefits of Membership were obvious. In those days, all Members
were generalists and small. If PACT went back to the earlier
system many current Members would be ineligible for membership.
Now, much of PACT’s money is given out to the field and some
CEQ’S may not even be aware of how much collaboration there is
between their field staff and PACT. The correspondence between
CARE and PACT/Thailand, included here as Appendix E, is an
example.

Many of those interviewed indicated that they feel the whole PVO
community is in trouble as donor funds dry up, A.I.D. policies
change, and U.S. organizations become unwelcome in more
countries. One observer said that the PVOs are "killing each
other off" in their efforts to stay afloat. At the same time,
several individuals mentioned the terrible need for more
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assistance overseas. "People in Africa", one person said, "are
getting poorer and poorer." There is plenty of work for
everyone, most agree. However, there may not be plenty of money
for them to work.

A few PVOs have turned to creative funding devices. ACCICON has
created a socially responsible investment funds to establish an
endowment for their programs. TechnoServe sells its services.
VITA is experimenting with income producing activities. But most
PVOs are cutting back on staff and are having some difficulty
maintaining their program commitments. PACT has hired a
consultant to prepare a report and workshop on alternative
sources of funding for PVOs and hopes to lead an initiative
whereby PVOs can begin to talk among themselves about alternative
funding strategies.

Some of those interviewed see recent criticisms of PACT as a last
ditch effort to postpone the inevitable. As one long-time Member
said "We can not hold off the future." Those PVOs that cannot
find a new role for themselves will die off, he predicted.

Others suggested that criticisms of PACT were really disguised
criticisms of PVC.

4.2 Mission
PACT’'s mission is as follows:

PACT supports the initiative of low-income persons in
developing countries to improve their social and economic
conditions through the collaborative efforts of private
development agencies throughout the world, particularly by
supporting and fostering local organizations’ increased
strength and self-sufficiency.

The mission has been the same since PACT was founded in 1972
though the last phrase (shown in bold) was added in 1983. The
current mission statement was approved at that time by the PACT
membership by a vote of 25 to two (with one abstention).

Over the course of this evaluation, the overwhelming majority of
Members supported PACT’s mission, most with great enthusiasm.
International Members, of course, favor it strongly. Individuals
remarked that it is clear, appropriate, and "couldn’t be anything
else." Several underscored the importance of having
international Members, even if they didn’t play as active a role
as the U.S. Members. As one Menber remarked, "having
international Members at least makes us give some consideration
to their views." Others said they would quit PACT if
international Members were excluded.

Only one person interviewed felt the Mission is incorrect based
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on the opinion that PVC funds are set aside for U.S. PVO’'s and
should not do to NGOs. Two or three persistent but vocal Members
want PACT to go back to only being a service organization to U.S.
PVOs. Although their own organizations do not need institutional
strengthening, they felt there were small PVOs in need of these
services.

[At the Member Assembly, this assessment was borne out. The
Assembly unanimously passed a resolution endorsing PACT’s Mission
Statement]

Many of those interviewed resented the current discussion about
PACT's mission, potential merger with InterAction, and whether it
should continue as a membership organization as deflecting
discussion for issues such as the future of the PVO community
which really need to be discussed. They felt the issues were
yesterday’s news. "Every three years, the same people bring up
the same issues and I just don’t have time to sit through it
anymore, " one Member replied. This sentiment was echoed by many
others. Several people even suggested a moratorium on talking
about these issues for a few years.

Those who were most critical of PACT also say that they don’t
know what PACT is doing. They feel they do not understand how
PACT works in the field and they do not know the current program
staff. Objecting, as they do, to PACT working overseas at all,
they have not been inclined to learn about PACT’S strategies.

There is a sentiment that the central concern is access to PVC
money. Many of those interviewed expressed the view that the
merger with Interaction, competition with members, and other
complaints are cover for the central issue which PACT’s critics
are unwilling to discuss openly. Rather than confront the
growing problem of competition with NGOs for development dollars,
and issue that is of concern to the whole development community,
they have chosen instead to attack PACT on other fronts.

4.3 Role of Members

PACT currently has 26 institutional Members (9 international, 17
U.S.) and 11 individual Members (all U.S.). Through the years
PACT has added Members and despite considerable intra-familial
squabbling, only four have ever dropped out and those for reasons
unrelated to PACT’s policies or programs. Two, including OEF and
the Congregational Christian Service Committee, went out of
business. One, a Colc.wian consortium fell apart, and the Hiefer
Project dropped out because their location in Arkansas made it
difficult for them to participate in PACT activities.

There is some resentment against the international Members. As
one Member said, "PACT overrates international Members, they pay
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to bring them in but they are behind in their dues and they don’t
take their share of responsibility." Another Member said, " We
have to treat Third-World Members as equals. They have to pay
their own way. PACT shouldn’t look for Member organizations that
are so weak they can’t afford an air ticket."

Membership in PACT costs $500 for organizations with expenses up
to $1 million. For those with expenses between $1 million and
$10 million the annual fee is $1,250. For those larger than $10
million, the fee is $2,000. Indeed, seven of PACT’s nine
international Members are in arrears on their fees. Five of its
17 U.S. institutional Members are overdue. If all dues were
paid, PACT would generate an income of around $30,000. For many
international Members, the free trip to the Annual assembly is
worth more than their annual dues.

Several Members remarked that "membership has no rhyme or
reason," or called it "happenstance." PACT does have a
Membership Committee which is generally not very active and there
has never been a big push to add Members, particularly PVOs.

PACT staff have made some effort to enlist Members from program
countries and all international Members are consortia or NGO
service agencies. Staff outlined a membership strategy at last
year’s retreat but no action was taken on it.

In addition to institutional membership, PACT has individual
Members. Individual Members pay no dues and the bylaws restrict
individual Members to six years (two three-year terms). This
covenant has been widely ignored and is now in the process of
change so that individual Members can remain with PACT for as
long as they like. The Chair of the Board is always chosen from
among individual Members, making a small pool from which to
select a chair.

Some have raised the question of what advantages there are to
PACT membership now that Members no longer have a proprietary
right to CA money. Some of the advantages Members suggested are
as follows:

- Member are the first line of contact on new initiatives
- Members may participation in PACT'’s governance through the
Board and various committees.
- Members receive special consideration for grants
- In countries with PACT country or regional representatives
there are many opportunities to participate in workshops,
networks, collaborative efforts and joint proposals.
- There is an opportunity to be co-bidders on projects
- PACT can be a mechanism for "laundering” A.I.D money for
those in those places where there are sensitivities
about U.S. foreign assistance.
- Members receive an all-expenses paid trip to PACT’s annual
Assembly.
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Certainly, some Members get more benefits than others. Esperanca,
for example, located in Arizona, cannot send staff to PACT
functions and happens to have programs in places where PACT does
not work. Others, such as CARE work virtually everywhere PACT
does and takes full advantage of PACT'’'s field staff and other
Services.

PACT’s annual Assembly of Members has come in for some criticism.
People have compared the Assembly unfavorably with InterAction’s
forum. Several people felt the two activities should be merged or
held at the same time so that people could attend both on one
trip. Others felt that they could not be away from their offices
for both meetings on one trip.

There is a strong feeling that the Assembly should be more of a
working session than just an opportunity to hear PACT staff
describe what they have been doing. While Members complained
about the last Assembly, the Executive Director has had only one
response to three mailings of the agenda for the September
Agsembly and no responses to his request for suggestions for
panelists. PACT Mémbers are not inclined to take advantage of
opportunities for participation yet complain that they are not
included.

[This year’s Assembly was considered much more successful than
last years. The centerpiece of the Assembly was a series of
working groups on PACT’s Mission, its future, and its
organizational structure]

While there is a great deal of discussion about what Members get
from PACT, responsibility of Membership is rarely discussed.
According to PACT'’s Membership Policy, for example, in order to
be a Member, each organization must "pursue an affirmative action
policy in which women and minorities hold upper management and
leadership positions." Judging from the racial and gender
distribution of Executive Directors, this policy has not been
enforced. Also, the Bylaws require Members to submit an annual
field report to the Corporation describing in detail all projects
in which Members of PACT are jointly involved. This has never
been done.

While the Membership policy outlines the advantages and
responsibilities of Membership there is no guidance on the
optimal composition of the Membership. PACT has never determined
how many Members are optimal, what type of geographic and
sectoral balance is sought, and how these may differ for U.S. and
international Members. There is an interest in international
consortia as Members but can organizations working only in the
U.S. join? What about organizations such as Partners for the
America or EIL which do not do community development in the usual
sense of the term? PACT now focuses on natural resource
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development and health but has few Members with expertise in
these gectors.

[At the Member Assembly, it was affirmed that the whole concept
of Membership in PACT needs to be reconsidered and is part of the
new task force’s mandate]

4.4 Competition with Members

PACT pioneered in the field of NGO consortia. Based on a series
of studies commissioned in 1983 and 1984, it was determined that
an appropriate role for PACT to play overseas was to foster the
development of consortia and manage PVO umbrella grants. At that
time, no U.S. PVO was actively working in consortia building.

PACT then worked to build consortia, particularly in Central
America and Asia and developed a reputation for excellence.
Several reasons have been posited for PACT’s success at managing
umbrella grants:

- PACT is neutral and has no preconceived ideas about how
development should work or how partnerships should be
structured.

- Because it is neutral and does not implement projects, it
can work with several organizations at a time without
ulterior motives.

- PACT’s Members acknowledged at their 1988 Assembly that
"Pact may be better qualified to perform [the coordination
function] than any individual Member."

- When one PVO manages an umbrella project, it interferes
with the egalitarian relationship among PVOs and NGOS. This
can slow the development of a sense of community among PVOs
and NGOs.

- When one PVO is dispensing funds to a sister organization,
it may be difficult to disallow expenses, carry out audits,
or do evaluations.

- When one PVO manages a project, it automatically precludes
their working at the community level where they are most
effective.

In the past few years, at least two of PACT’s Members have
competed against PACT on bids to manage umbrella grants in
Africa. In some cases, PACT has won, in others it has lost.

Most people interviewed felt that if Members wish to compete with
PACT, that keeps PACT on its toes and allows PACT to focus more
on regional level activities that, to this point, no Member has

21



attempted.

When PACT decides to compete on a bid, it first contacts all the
Members working or interested in working in that country and
offers to bid collaboratively with them. Usually, this is to the
advantage of all as joint bids are frequently stronger than those
of a single organization. Sometimes, however, when a Member
feels it has a strong proposal, it bids against PACT.

One of PACT’s Members, the Experiment in International Living
(EIL), has found this particularly troublesome. EIL believes
that PACT should focus exclusively on consortia building but
should not manage umbrella projects. Their argument for this,
aside from the fact that it puts them in competition with PACT's
other members, is that they question PACT'’s capability to
successfully manage these grants. If fact, PACT has a long
history of successfully managing such projects.

EIL feels that PACT has a competitive edge in that CA money
underwrites PACT’s core operations. "Everyone would love to have
a core grant," they say. They also feel it is "ironic" to pay
fees to an organization that then becomes a competitor. PACT
argues that the CA, like any other grant, pays only for specific
activities and does not directly leverage any funds for PACT.
Furthermore, PACT is constrained from raising funds from the U.S.
public and other donors, a source which is open to EIL.

PACT’s other main competitor, New TransCentury Foundation, has a
completely different perspective. "We have no problem with
competition. There is so little money, we have to allow anything
that is cost effective.... To say that PACT ought not to bid on
the very thing it is good at would constrain the organization.
They gshould bid on things they are good at."

Since PACT always bids with a group of weaker Members and NGO’'s,
it is placed in the position of deciding whether to support the
group or the individual Member. In fact, it is somewhat
misleading to say PACT competes with anyone. Coalitions of PACT
Members and partners compete but PACT never competes on its own.

In 1988, the Assembly adopted a "procedure" by which PACT would
avoid conflict with its members (See Appendix F). While EIL has
complained strongly about the competition issue, and their point
of view is well known, they have never launched a formal
complaint or asked for Board intervention as outlined in the
Board approved "procedures" and there are few Members who support
their view. :

Several Members felt that the airing of PACT’s dirty laundry to
actual and potential donors (particularly USAID’s and PVC) was
detrimental to the PVO community as a whole. Several people
expressed the view that when Members have problems with PACT they
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should use internal procedures for resolving those differences
and that Members should use some discretion in discussing
internal issues with non-Members. PVC has been clear that it
does not want to deal with individual Members on internal issues.

In interviews, when asked whether PACT competed with their
programs, most respondents replied that, to the contrary, PACT
had opened up possibilities for them. Most saw competition as
normal and healthy. While they are aware that EIL has regularly
raised this issue, only New TransCentury Foundation among those
interviewed had the experience of competing against PACT, in
Senegal and Cambodia. TransCentury Foundation prepared the
PACT/World Education proposal for Malawi. EIL competed against
PACT on RFPs in Malawi, Senegal, Madagascar and Cambodia.

4,4 Role of the Board of Directors

From among PACT’s 37 Members, 15 are chosen by the Nominations
Committee to be on the Board and to serve as its officers. The
current By-Laws say that the board will comprise 15 Members and
one Chair. The officers, including the Chair, Vice-Chair, a
second Vice Chair, Secretary and Treasurer constitute the
Executive Committee. Board Members serve for two years and one
half revolve off each year. Ten Board Members are to be
institutional Members and five are to be individual Members
including the Chair who is also an individual Member, for a total
of 16 Board Members.

During this and the mid-term evaluation, many criticisms of
PACT’s governance structure were voiced. A number of people said
that they had never seen an organization where the Board is there
to take from the organization rather than to give to it. What
some have termed "tension" others have called a conflict of
interest. Some criticisms:

- Some Members of PACT are on PVC’s Advisory Council.

- Staff are responsible for administering grants to PVOs
while being responsible to specific PVOs to their board.

- One IDG went to study a merger between two PACT Members,

one of whom is represented on the Executive Committee. The
consultant hired to carry out the feasibility study is the

Chair of the Board.

- PACT’s only collaboration with a for-profit orgaﬁization
is the employer of the current Chair of the Board.

- Board Members are often called on to make decisions that

are in the best interest of the whole but which may not be
in the best interest of their individual organizations.
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- Many Board Members are soO busy they just do not have the
time to devote to the level of involvement expected of Board
and Committee membership.

- Some felt that in the end it is PVC that runs PACT as they
can override any decision of the staff or Members.

When PACT started, the Board included all Members and their
primary responsibility was largely to divide up the CA money
among themselves. Originally each Member represented the
interests of his or her organization. When PACT went to a
smaller Board, Members continued to represent themselves, leaving
those not currently on the Board without effective
representation. Over time, PACT has grown and changed and the
Board’'s performance has never been seriously reviewed. There is
a strong feeling that there is too much potential for conflict of
interest in the current system. There is also a feeling that
there is too much micro-management. One Member questioned
whether micro-management was inherited in the same way that child
abuse is passed on. The very people who complain of micro-
management from their Boards, then turn around and do the same to
PACT, he said.

International Members also expressed a concern that they do not
have equal access to the nominations procedure. The Nominations
Committee presents a slate of candidates that is always approved
by the Board and the Assembly without much discussion. There is
no open nomination process and no opportunity for potential
officers to campaign for positions and thus give members an
opportunity to discuss alternative views. Three (of nine)
international Members are currently on the Board, one of whom is
on the Executive Committee. Because of travel limitations,
international Members are not able to participate in committees
and task forces. To increase the participation of international
members, PACT may have to experiment with conference calls,
computer networking, and nominal-group techniques.

PACT’s Board has convened a Task Force to look into the
governance issue and it has met three times. The Task Force has
had some trouble gathering momentum as different Members have
attended at different times. One participant in the Task Force
has prepared a letter ocutlining views that, from the interviews
for this evaluation, appear to be held by many Members. A
resolution to be presented at the next Board meeting in September
has also been circulated. The letter and the resolution are
included here as Appendix G.

Widespread discontent with the governance system has lead to
discussion of whether or not PACT should remain as a membership
organization. One of PACT's strengths is that it is a
consortium. The staff would like to continue to have Members, or
affiliates, but share Member concerns about the functioning of
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the Board.
Some options:

- Increase the number of individual Members and make the
institutional Members the minority both in membership and in
governance.

- Go with an all non-Member board similar to that of other
non-profit organizations. Choose a board for their "wealth,
wisdom, and work" as one Member put it. Or, for their
vision of the future of PVOs as another person suggested.

- Change to a non-membership organization.

- Have Program Directors represent their organization rather
than CEOs. Program Directors are more knowledgeable about
issues and opportunities for collaboration and are more
likely to understand and appreciate what PACT does.

Changing PACT to a non-Member organization and creating a new PVO
seems to be an overreaction to problems with governance, problems
that can be solved with minor rather than major surgery.

Changing to a non-Membership organization and to a regular PVO
would undoubtedly change PACT’s relationship with PVC and would
lead to other changes that would need careful study. At this
point, PACT seems to f£ill a valuable niche in the development
community and that would likely change if PACT became just
another PVO.

[At the Member Assembly, small groups discussed the governance
problem and presented various options back to the Membership. A
team of current Board Members, the Executive Director and one
other person are undertaking a six month reorganizational
activity to develop a strategic plan for the next three to five
years, review the by-laws and other governance documents, and
recruit new Board Members. The Assembly agreed by overwhelming
majority that the nature of Membership needs to be reconsidered
and that the Board should be at least 51 percent independent of
PACT's Members]

4.5 Merger with InterAction

Since PACT started, there has been discussion of a merger with
InterAction. Because it has been discussed so often in the past,
most people interviewed said it was not worth discussing any
further. While one or two people interviewed were unclear about
what InterAction does and how it differs from PACT, most were
aware that InterAction is a trade association that lobbies on
behalf of the PVO community and does not carry out programs
overseas. There seem to be no compelling reasons for the two
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organization to merge. While there might be some small cost
savings if the two shared offices and the same could be said for
merger with any other organization such as one of PACT’s members.
Since PACT just moved and InterAction is about to move, any
further moving would be highly untimely and costly.

One strong argument against such a merger is that PVC has gone on
record in the past and again for this evaluation that they cannot
give money to PACT unless it maintains its 501 (c) (3) status.
Since InterAction is a 501 (c) (6) organization, this could lead
to some problems. In discussing a merger individuals frequently
used terms such as "swallow-up" and "subsume" suggesting that
merger has become a euphemism for an end to PACT. Several pecple
interviewed felt the merger issue is another a smoke-screen for
efforts of PACT’'s critics to bring PACT down.

From InterAction’s perspective an important constrain to merger
is that many of their members are strongly opposed to taking
A.I.D. money, feeling that doing so constrains them from
criticizing A.I.D. when the occasion warrants. Even if there
were some organizational system which allowed PACT to continue to
receive PVC money, many InterAction members would quit. Since
InterAction is heavily dependent on member dues, this would
create financial problems and perhaps weaken their credibility.

There is strong consensus that PACT and InterAction should
coordinate their work and not duplicate efforts. The two
organizations have collaborated some in the past but the two PACT
staff who collaborated most with InterAction are now gone. Now
that PACT is in Washington an even closer collaboration may be
possible.

The Executive Director of PACT has gone on record opposing a
merger while the Executive Director of InterAction has shown
little enthusiasm for the idea. There have long been plans for
occasional joint planning meetings between the two organizations
but these meetings have never actually happened. InterAction is
moving its main office from New York to Washington. When both
organizations have recovered from their moves, perhaps these
meetings can take place. As both organizations are thinking of
doing more training and workshops in the field, there will
undoubtedly be opportunities for collaboratiom.

4.6 Relationship with PVC

PACT and PVC have worked together v« y ciosely over the course of
this CA and changes in PVC policy have been very much in tune
with PACT’s mandate. While some Members feel that PVC gets too
involved in PACT’s policies, staff express appreciation for the
assistance, support, and guidance they receive from PVC. PVC
funds now constitute only one-fourth of PACT’s money but they

26



play a proportionately larger role because they cover the costs
of PACT’s core operations and U.S. programs.

Over the course of this CA, there were many changes from the
original proposal. If PVC is going to use PACT as an
intermediary organization they might consider signing a very
general longer term agreement (five years) with PACT submitting
annual work plans or strategy papers by which PACT’s progress can
be more accurately monitored, increase accountability on a year
by year basis, and yet allow both organizations to be more
responsive to changing needs in the PVO/NGO community.

PVC and PACT could profit from discussions about the role of an

intermediary organization, the objectives of the relationship,
and alternative forms of contractual relations.
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5.0 Program Performance

PACT has made remarkable strides in the organization and
coordination of its field strategy since the mid-term evaluation.
The elimination of the old CA categories and the re-organization
of the office and programs around regional programs makes the
programs much easier to understand. Earlier PACT carried out
workshops, sponsored various kinds of networks, and gave out IDGs
for any collaboration between organizations. Over the past year,
there has been a dramatic increase in the coordination of PACTs
programs and a targeting of those programs around regional
strategies. This not only makes the programs easier for members
(and evaluators) to understand, it makes them much more
effective.

Described below are the four regional programs and
accomplishments during the last half of the CA. Because the
Eastern European program is still new, it is still treated as
part of the U.S. region. The descriptions are divided into two
sections, one covering activities paid for out of the CA and the
second, a brief description of activities funded from other
sources but generated because of because of PACT’'s field
strategy. As described in section 3.5, PACT’s presence,
demonstration projects, and country level networks have attracted
donor interest and has contributed to raising $55 million for
PVOs and NGOs.

Since PACT implements its programs through PVOs and NGOs, all the
funds PACT raises, aside from 28 percent budgeted overhead, go to
the PVO/NGO community. PACT has not always made it clear to its
members how the CA money to PACT results in increased funds
available to the PVO community in the field. No doubt, some of
these funds would have been available to PVOs whether PACT was
involved or not but a substantial portion of the funds (67.5
percent) were generated by PACT and its partners through
unsolicited proposals to donors. Where PACT manages programs and
sub-grants, members are certain to be given priority access to
funds and information.

5.1 U.S. Region

All U.S. programs are paid for from CA funds. Seventy-£five
percent of the total CA funds have been spent in the U.S. During
the first two years of the grant, all funds were spent in the
U.Ss.

5.1.2 Administrative training

PACT organized 22 workshops in the U.S. on administrative
subjects including such topics as Responding to RFPsg,
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Telecommunications, Stress Management, and Telephone Skills. Over
the course of the CA, 124 different organizations have been
represented at these workshops. Most of the workshops were co-
sponsored by the Personnel Co-op or the Association of PVO
financial managers. PACT also provided a consultant to assist
with an ASINDES workshop on financial management for NGOs.

PACT supported the production of five publications:

- The Association of PVO Financial Managers’ Indirect Cost
Survey

- The Personnel Co-op’s 1990 Salary and Benefits Survey

- The Personnel Co-op’s Expatriate and Benefits Survey

- Personnel Co-op’s Personnel Policies Manual (in press)

- Resource Manual on A.I.D. (in press)

The Personnel Cooperative and Financial Manager'’s Cooperative are
now independent of PACT and will continue on their own. PACT
will continue as a member of the Personnel Cooperative and will
continue to do occasional training on financial management
issues.

5.1.3 Program training
PACT facilitated two workshops on program issues.

- In July, 1990, a workshop for PVO evaluation officers was
held at Illinois State University on the theme of
evaluating organizational development. Twenty PVOs were
represented.

- In November, a week-long workshop on "Management through
teamwork" was held in Kenya.

PACT plans to expand its program training efforts both in the
U.S. and overseas. The new plan is to tie the training in with
the communications division and use the workshops to develop
tools that allow the workshops to be replicated and materials to
be disseminated through the MSU.

5.1.4 Information services

Information services produced four issues of IMPACT, including
two special double issues. Topics have been expanded and visuals
increased. Readership continues to expand and circulation now
exceeds 5,000. Reprints have appeared in the publications of
other organizations.

In addition, four issues of a new PACT news bulletin The
Consortium Courier has been distributed quarterly. It was
developed in response to a recommendation in the mid-term
evaluation that PACT members needed more information about PACT's
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activities. Plans are to add program news from PACT members.

5.1.5 Communications program

The communication program includes two units, Media Services and
Media Production. The communications program was started with an
add-on to the cooperative agreement and is intended to be
financially self-sufficient. The program planned in 1989 got
started in 1990 and has been much more successful than even the
planners had expected. The MSU started in early 1991 has been
built in less than three years and will be financially
independent in 1992. The MPU was designed to be independent and
returns a percentage of all contracts to PACT.

5.1.5.1 Media Serviceg Unit (MSU)

The MSU is a repository of publications on development subjects.
Two editions and four mailings of the catalogue have been sent
out. The catalogue now contains 124 titles. The mailing list
has expanded from 1,000 to 6,000 in less than a year. A growing
number of organizations are asking to include their publications
in the catalogue. Over 700 individuals and organizations have
purchased materials. Plans to develop MSU’s for the regional
offices have been tabled pending further funding. However, an
overseas distribution network has been planned.

Working with the GEMINI project and the SEEP network, the MSU is
preparing a catalogue of small-enterprise publications.

5.1.5.1 Media Production Unit (MPU)

The MPU produces high quality communications materials on topics
suggested by PVOs and NGOs. Many organizations have training
materials or ideas for videos but lack the time and resources to
put them into final form and distribute them. The MPU has the
equipment and staff to publish virtually any type of pamphlet,
informational material, books, or videos. The MPU provides
consultations to prospective clients on all aspects of desk top
publishing from writing and editing through final layout,
publication, and distribution. By design, the MPU is operating in
the black and pays PACT 20 percent of each contract.

5.1.6 The Small Enterprise Education and Promotion (SEEP)
Network

The SEEP network now includes 31 U.S. and .anadian members. Three
active workgroups focus on institutional development, financial
services, and poverty lending. Last year, SEEP members prepared
28 case studies on institutional development and small enterprise
projects. This year, they have placed emphasis on drawing
lessons from those cases and disseminating the information. This
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included the preparation of a summary paper. In order to prepare
a workbook on the subject, the Institutional Development Work
Group has been given a grant of $50,000 from Ford Foundation.

The Financial Services Work Group has been particularly active.
They have organized working and planning sessions, designed and
tested a computer based model for projecting income and the
expenses of credit programs, produced seven papers on resource
mobilization, and developed a workshop on financial-self
sufficiency and scaling up.

The Poverty Lending Work Group is looking into credit systems for
the very poor including village banking methods. They conducted
a seminar on the role of apex institutions in poverty lending.
Representatives of several non-SEEP members have attended
sessions including The World Bank, The World Council of Credit
Unions, and the Gemini Project.

SEEP now has a publications list of five manuals (one available
on diskette), 10 reports and studies, a directory, and four
videos. Most SEEP materials are distributed through the MSU.
Given PACT’'s new regional focus, SEEP’S programs are not well
integrated with other PACT programs.

The SEEP network has been reluctant to undertake overseas
activities though representatives of some members local partners
have attended workshops in the U.S. The Network now costs
$70,000 per year plus overhead. While there has been some
discussion of independence for the SEEP network, or affiliating
with some other organization, there are no specific plans.
Undertaking fund raising and doing training would require
additional resources since the coordinator is only a half-time
position.

5.1.7 Institutional Development Grants (IDGs)

Over the course of the CA, PACT has given out 116 IDGs totalling
$780,098 to 46 PVOs and 21 NGOs. Initially, IDGs were given out
for virtually any kind of collaborative or cooperative activity
between PVOs and NGOs. Distributed among the five original
categories of the CA (see section 1.1), they were, however,
extremely useful to recipients. Because the regional strategy
was not yet clearly articulated, IDGs were not clearly tied in
with specific objectives of PACT.

Over the course of the CA, and particularly because of the
effectiveness of the grants in Thailand, PACT now uses the grants
to motivate organizations to work together and develop plans that
enable several organizations to focus on one problem. They are
the glue that holds PACT'’s consortium building strategy together
at the field level. PACT has not successfully communicated to its
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Members that the IDGs are not just pass-through grants but an
important part of PACT’s field strategy. How they are used at the
field level is shown elogquently in the memo from PACT/Thailand’s
Country Director regarding PACT’s collaboration with CARE in
Thailand and included here as Appendix E. Another useful
description of how they are used is the "Illustrative Field
Synopsis" included as Appendix I.

The grants may be as large as $10,000. The grants have been
distributed as follows:

PACT Members 49%
Other PVOs 36%
NGOs 15%

The ten organizations receiving the largest amount of IDGs, all
PACT Members, include OEF International, World Education,
Technoserve, Save the Children, and Accion International.
Additional detail on IDG grants (their size, purposes, and
recipients) along with final reports from three recipients are
included in Appendix J. The mid-term evaluation report contains
a case study of the way IDGs were used to foster the relationship
between Katalysis and its partner in Belize.

The IDGs have always been extremely important to their
recipients. As discussed in some detail in the mid-term
evaluation, IDGs £ill a badly needed niche in the funding system.
Few donors can manage such small grants yet as little as $5,000
can help get an exciting new initiative started so that larger
donors can pick it up.

IDG recipients report several advantages of these small grants.
First, the response time can be as little as one week. This
responsiveness allows field staff to take advantage of new
opportunities and build on the excitement generated at a planning
session or workshop. There is no waiting for the next funding
cycle to kick in months down the road. As one recipient
gratefully responded, "our visitors arrived in Washington on
February 24, exactly one month from the date you first heard of
our intentions and request." In a few cases, the check is in the
mail within a week, an unheard of response time from a donor.

Second, IDGs can get things moving. As the Executive Directors of
Belize Enterprise for Sustained Technology and the American
Refugee Committee reported, getting funding creates a separate
budget line item for an activity and moves it from talk to
actio,

Third, IDGs allow organizations to take risks. Most donors will
not fund a project that is remotely risky. They want proposals

that are grounded in experience. Many of the IDGs are given for
exploratory work such as feasibility studies, planning sessions,
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travel, and entirely new types of projects. Although they are
high-risk, very few fall flat and some lead to major new programs
and funding.

Because leveraging other funds is not necessarily one of the
objectives of the IDGs, PACT does not routinely gather data on
whether they lead to additional funds. However, PACT’s IDG files
contain many examples of testimonials from grateful IDG
recipients which suggest that in a very large percent of the
cases they do lead to some additional funds and in some cases,
can lead to major new program initiatives. Some examples:

- Save the Children reports that their IDG was a the
catalyst for a new program model for an ecologically sound
agricultural project.

- CARE/Thailand says that an IDG led to a $38,000 grant from
Japan and additional CARE money. The participatory training
materials they developed are now used in CARE projects in
Latin America.

- IDGs helped Katalysis develop its innovative partnership
relationship with BEST and they credit PACT’s assistance
with leading to their current matching grant.

- TechnoServe sent a team to Poland to explore program
possibilities there and this lead to additional funding for
follow-up trips from another donor.

- World Education reports that seed money from an IDG
allowed them to develop a project which was later funded by
USAID/Indonesia.

- A visit by representatives of the Poland NGO Rural
Solidarity to New TransCentury Foundation led to agreements
in principle for the development of a rural credit program
in Poland, and the development of a collaborative project
between the Hiefer Project, Winrock International, VOCA.,
Georgetown University, Greenpeace, and A.I.D./ANEE

In the future, PACT will increase the size of the grants to a
maximum of $25,000 and change the name to Strategic Activities
Grants. PACT’s experience with IDGs was that some worthwhile
activities cannot be adequately funded with only $10,000 thought
it is assumed that most grants will remain under $10,000.

At the time of the mid-term evaluation, PACT’s system for
monitoring the grants was very informal and many recipients had
not sent financial reports or final reports. Since that
evaluation, PACT has computerized the system and can now generate
reports that describe and summarize the program. The system also
allows the manager to identify those with final reports overdue
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so that reminder letters can be sent out.

5.1.8 Other programs and services

- The Partners Program aims to help smaller PVOs with
scholarships to attend workshops and meetings. Grants of up to
$400 are available. Several requests have been received but only
two grants have been given due to limited funds.

- PACT provides group health insurance to small PVOs and
currently has an enrollment of 33 organizations (612
individuals). The health insurance program will be managed out
of the Washington office. The program provided an net income of
$16,000 for PACT thisg year.

- The Expansion of Benefits program was started under the
previous CA. This component formalized the activity and
sponsored the preparation of 23 case studies on scaling up. With
most of the budget spent, the staff person who was working on
this program is no longer with PACT. While there are promises
that the final summary report is forthcoming, plans to use the
case studies or report once they are published are not yet
developed. '

- The Citizens Democracy Corps has been independent of PACT since
February, 1991, six months earlier than planned.

- The Debt for Development Coalition will be autoncmous by 1
October, 1991.

- In Central Europe, (see chart) PACT has a Cooperative Agreement
(with AID/Washington) for $2 million to develop a collaborative
project with Project Concern International, World Vision, and
other PVOs and NGOs to provide services to children in Romanian
orphanages and institutions. Partners include Holt International
Children’s Services, a Romanian NGO called Salvalii Copii and
EquiLibre, a French NGO. In September 1991, the National
Committee on Adoption will join the project.
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Services and Salvati
Copiii.

Proposal/Bid Source/Budget Status PVO/Member Comments
Involvement
Central European | NED & AID/W Completed Compendium of US CDC became an autonomous
Region Unsolicited. PVOs involved in organization 6 month sooner than
cnC U$$800,000 Central Europe. planned.
Romania AID/W Rejected Developed with Holt
Children of RFA. International, EqiuLibre,
Romania II: The Council for Exceptional
Disabled Children, Helen Keller
International, and the
Young Adult Institute.
Romania AID/W Active Developed and Proposal being submitted for
Children of Cooperative implemented in additional funding to facilitate
Romania Agreement. collaboration with PCI adoption through the Romanian
Unsolicited. and World Vision. Sub- Committee on Adoption.
US$1,999,999 grant awarded to Holt
International Children’s
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5.2 Africa Region

The Africa Region has been a particularly active one in the past
year. A major program advance was the development of an Africa
Strategy Paper for PACT. This paper was reviewed, revised, and
discussed widely among PACT Members with programs in Africa and
local NGOs until an agreed strategy was reached. The strategy
calls for PACT to focus entirely on umbrella and consortia
projects and then only where PACT has the support of interested
Members. Four themes were identified as PACT’s focus in Africa:
natural resource management, food processing, employment, and
special health concerns. The development of the strategy paper
was an important opportunity to PACT Members and local NGOs to
think together about collaboration and coordination of efforts.

PACT spent $202,691 from the CA (plus $238,908 in IDGs) on
programs in Africa. PACT along with 21 collaborating PVOs and
NGOs, has responded to one request for a proposal for $15.5
million in Madagascar and prepared two unsoclicited proposals for
$9.8 million totaling over $25 million for Members, other PVOs,
and NGOs. An overview is given in a chart on the next page.

5.2.1 Cooperative Agreement Activities

The primary activities in Africa under the CA have been the
funding of a Regional Director. PACT also opened a small regional
office in Dakar in May. The Regional Office is staffed by an
Agsistant Regional Director.

- The Food 0Oils Network (FON), originally housed in New York, is
now located in Dakar. In addition to the Food Qils Press
newsletter which is published in French and English, the FON is
undertaking a pilot project using an 0il extracting machine known
as the Bielenberg Press. This project aims to strengthen a
Senegalese NGO, RADI, while upgrading the technical skills of
RADI staff and laying the ground work for replicating the
project. Appropriate Technology International and Catholic
Relief Services are actively involved in this project.

Now that the FON is located in Africa, plans are underway to
create workgroups and make better use of the FON data base of
information on food oils projects, research, technology, and FON
Members. Requests from information about food oils come in from
all over the world and PACT is now viewed as a major source of
information on the subject.

- Natural Resource Management (NRM) is of particular concern in
the Sahelian region of Africa. PACT has been laying the
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groundwork for coordinating the organizations working in NRM by
preparing a relational data base of foreign and African
organizations working in the Sahel and making contact with those
doing research in the region. A major activity was a conference
in Quebec on "Partnership and Participation in Natural Resource
Management in the Sahel" sponsored jointly by PACT and Solidarite
Canada Sahel. This conference brought together 90 PVOs, NGOs, and
all the major donors working in the eight Sahelian countries.
Many PACT Members and local partners participated in the
conference.

- Employment creation has taken two thrusts. First, by
identifying NGOs with high employment creation impact, assisting
them with grants from the African Development Foundation and with
access to credit funds. It is anticipated that these NGOs will
form a nucleus of small-enterprise projects around which other
learning and cooperating activities would take place.

Secondly, a London based organization that sponsors youth centers
in 16 African countries has expressed interest in working to
create employment for young people. Another London-based donor
has approached PACT about serving as a pass-through for funds to
NGOs but the details of this have yet to be worked out.

- The primary health concern on which PACT is focusing is AIDs.
Over the past year, the regional office has gathered information
on organizations working particularly on .the preventive and
educational aspects of AIDs and has found a number of innovative
and efficiently implemented programs. PACT feels that these
organizations can provide technical assistance and information to
others if exchanges of personnel and information were
coordinated. PACT is prepared to put this program into place
when funds are available. A proposal is pending with the
AID/AFR.

5.2.2 Other Activities

PACT has just concluded an 18 month U.N. Development Programme
(UNDP) sponsored effort to coordinate and strengthen NGO
networks. Three international NGO networks (PACT, International
Council of Voluntary Agencies, and FAVDO) worked in partnership
with eight African NGO consortia. The goal was that each
participant would have improved internal management and the
project provided a range of management training and information
to the participants. The project will be continued under a UNDP
grant.

- In Madagascar, with support from 11 PVO partners, PACT has
successfully bid on a $15 million dollar project to give sub-
grants to PVOs and NGOs working on natural resource issues. If
approved, the project will create a very large pool of money for
PACT’s Members and NGOs. Several PACT Members are likely to
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Create new programs in Madagascar.

- PACT has two major proposals pending in Africa, which if funded
will generate considerable additional funds for PVOs and NGOs.

- Based on the Africa Strategy developed in cooperation with its
Members, PACT submitted an unsolicited proposal to AID/Afr. If
funded, this would generate $6.8 million in sub-grants.

- With 21 PVO/NGO partners, PACT submitted an unsolicited
proposal to USAID/South Africa. This will involve building the
capacity of local NGOs using PVOs to provide technical assistance
and training. The request is for $3 million dollars.
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R ——
Proposal/Bid

UPDATE ON REGIONAL PROGRAMS: AFRICA

Source/Budget

Status

PVO/Member
Involvement

Comments

Senegal
PVO/NGO Support
Project

USAID Mission.
RFP.

Rejected

Members were consulted
and made contributions
to the proposal concept
and design.

Malawi
SHARED

USAID Mission.
RFA.

Rejected

Members were consulted
and made contributions
to the proposal concept
and design.

Madagascar
SAVEM

USAID Mission.
RFP.
US$15,500,000

Active

Support from 11 US
PVO partners. Likely
sub-grants to, and
collaboration with,
several PACT Members
including IVS, VITA,
CARE, and
TransCentury,

Very likely; Mission negotiating
final budget details

Affrica Bureau
Proposal

AID/W (Africa

Bureau). Unsolicited.

US$6,800,000

Pending

Strategy prepared after
extensive Member
consultations, however,
PVO and NGO
implementing role needs
more detailed definition.
Continued consultation
with Membership
anticipated. Will involve
sub-grants to, and
collaboration with,
members/PVOs in all of
the countries where
program will be
implemented.

Africa Bureau suggests country
by country activities rather than
multi-country approach. Re-
submission scheduled for last
quarter of FY1991.

South Africa
SALN

USAID Mission.
Unsolicited.
$US3,000,000

Pending

21 PVO/NGO partuners.
Strong South/South
orientation, therefore will
involve member field
locations in Southern and
East Africa. Likely
involvement of PACT
member field offices in
Zambia, Botswanna,
Zimbabwe, Kenya,
Mozambique, Tanzania.

Positive dialogue continuing with
the Mission.

5.3 Latin America Region

PACT works directly in six countries, Guatemala, Costa Rica,
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Ecuador, Colombia, Panama, and Peru, and indirectly through
consortia members in Belize, Honduras, El Salvador and Nicaragua.
PACT’s total CA investment in Central America of $102,318 (plus
$205,461 in IDGs) has contributed to $10 million in sub-grants
available to PACT members and NGOs. An additional $2,165,751 is
pending and PACT is working to increase the role of NGOs in
Social Investment Funds in Ecuador and Peru.

5.3.1 Cooperative Agreement Activities

CA money provided core support for the Latin America Program. It
funded most of the technical assistance provided by the Regional
Director including field visits and workshops. IDGs totaling
$42,000 were given out in Panama, Ecuador, Peru, and for regional
activities.

5.3.2 Non-Cooperative Agreement Activities

- In Costa Rica, PACT phased out direct support to ACORDE, an NGO
consortium which PACT assisted from its beginning. ACORDE now
has a budget of $5 million, including a direct grant from
USAID/Costa Rica. These funds all go to NGOs including
Partnership for Productivity, AITEC, TechnoServe, SAVE, PADF,
CARE, and OEF.

- In Guatemala, PACT has worked as a partner with ASINDES. Over
time, ASINDES has come to rely less on PACT and at the same time
to consolidate its technical assistance program to members.
ASINDES plays a strong role in coordinating government
initiatives involving NGOs, particularly in tropical agro-
forestry, a social investment fund, and micro-enterprise
development.

With ASINDES, PACT helped arrange workshops on the environment
and financial management. PACT published ASINDES annual report
and a video as well as facilitating proposals to Inter American
Foundation and the World Bank to allow ASINDES to systematize,
publish, and continue to develop strategic plans.

- In Honduras, PACT is working with the government to facilitate
a conference of PVOs and donors as a first step in coordinating
the work of PVOs and NGOs in the country.

- Regionally, PACT has worked with ASINDES to develop a regional
consortium of NGOs in six countries including Guatemala, Panama,
Nicaragua, Honduras, El Salvador, and Belize. A proposal to
A.I.D.’'s Latin Ame¢ica Regional Office (ROCAP) for $2,165,751 is
pending.

- In the Andean Region, PACT has a promising base because so many
of PACT’s members have strong programs there including five PACT
members which are themselves Latin American NGO consortia.
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- In Colombia, three of PACT’s members are organizing an NGO
council of development agencies and have developed a fund raising
arm, the North-South Foundation.

- In Haiti, PACT paid for Partners of the Americas, PADF, and
Delphi to collaborate on a bid. On the basis of information
gathered at the planning stage, PACT decided not to bid but the
others did.

- In Ecuador, PACT is working to strengthen an NGO consortium,
CAMARA/CEOP, by organizing a strategic planning workshop for 40
NGOs and representatives of government ministries. PACT working
with the World Bank to assure access to Social Investment Funds
with the aim of creating an implementation role for NGOs. This
is a particularly good example of how a small investment from
PACT can lead to coordination among NGOs which itself can lead to
access to a large amount of funding.

- In Peru, through CARE, PACT has supported the. organization of a
consortium of 30 NGOs (COPEME). With an IDG to ACCION, they have
consolidated a network of small enterprise credit programs in the
country. PACT is currently negotiating with the World Bank to
create a Social Investment funds in Peru.
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UPDATE ON REGIONAL PROGRAMS: LATIN AMERICA

Proposal/Bid Source/Budget Status PVO/Member Commeats
Involvement
Costa Rica USAID Mission. Active 13 grants to PVOs No-cost extension approved
ACORDE Unsolicited. totaling US$3,440,000. through 6/30/92.
US$4,900,000 PACT Member sub-
grantees of the program: Proposzal to be submitted for
PFP, AITEC, TNS, continued funding.
SAVE, PADF, CARE,
OFF.
Guatemala USAID Mission. Active Sub-grants, totalling Extension approved through
ASINDES RFP. $US2,443,000, to NGOs December 31, 1991.
US$2,433,000 and PVOs,
Honduras Development Being developed with the | PACT hosting conference of
NGO Support Govemnment of Honduras | PVOs/donors, on behalf of the
and the PVO/NGO Government of Honduras, to
community. explore PVO involvement in
Honduras.
Central America AID Latin American | Pending Proposal being reviewed and
CAPACITA Bureau modified by Central American
ROCAP consortia from Panama, Costa
- US$2,165,751 Rica, El Salvador, Honduras,
Guatemala, Nicaragua, and
" Belize.

5.4 Asia Region

PACT’s program in Asia is the largest and most focused of the
regional programs. Working from a regional strategy developed
three years ago, the objective is to strengthen PVO/NGO learning
and technical assistance initiatives in four countries: Thailand,
Indonesia, Philippines, and Sri Lanka. Since the strategic plan
was developed, PACT has also developed programs in-Bangladesh,
Nepal, Sri-Lanka. Programs were temporarily suspended in
Thailand during a coup but the programs are now back in
operation.

PACT works with over 250 Asian NGOs, many of which are partners
of PVOs, and 10 national consortia. Most of the CA money has
gone into the development of the Thailand program. In addition
to the programs described below, PACT also is in the process nf
developing new initiatives in Cambodia, Tibet, the Philippines,
and India.

The Cooperative Agreement programs cost of $160,117 but PACT’s
presence resulted in $16 million, all in unsolicited funds, being
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leveraged for PACT Members, other PVOs, and the NGO community.
Just over $1 million of that amount is still pending but seems
likely to be awarded. An overview is in the charts on the
following pages.

5.4.1 Cooperative Agreement Activities

- The Small and Micro Enterprise (SME) Network in Thailand has
been supported with $165,204 (plus $249,184 in IDGs) in CA funds.
The Network now includes 40 NGOs, PVOs, UN agencies Government of
Thailand ministries, and the World Bank. The network builds staff
skills, organizational capacity, and develops linkages with other
sectors. It does this through workshops, meetings, publications,
and a newsletter that is of particular interest to NGOs working
in isolated parts of the country. IDGs have been used to foster
collaboration and develop the network.

5.4.2 Other Activities

The SME network gave PACT credibility in Thailand and created an
opportunity for PACT to develop partnerships with local
organizations. This lead to the development of several other
activities

In Thailand:

- The SPRITED project was developed by PACT and funded by
USAID/Thailand for $965,000. This fund provides assistance to
PVOs to assist with local organizations. An additional $643,065
will be added on 1 August, 1991.

- RESCUE, a project to assist displaced children is has been
funded by USAID/Thailand for $290,000 to allow PACT to work with
a local organization.

In Indonesia:

- PACT supports PVOs and NGOs through a Partners Program which
builds NGO capacities to carry out environmentally sound
activities. Funded with an USAID/Indonesia grant of $684.057 in
response to PACT’s unsolicited proposal, the program matches the
expertise of PACT Members and other PVOs with the needs of local
organizations in the development of environmentally sound
programs.

- PACT is developing a proposal ts USAID/Indonesia to work with a
PVO in developing a program for street children.

- PACT is collaborating with the International Labour

Organization to develop an SME network in Indonesia similar to
the one that has been so successful in Thailand.
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In Bangladesh:

- PACT has a cooperative agreement with USAID/Bangladesh to
administer a $5 million program of sub-grants to PVOs and NGOs.
The program is likely to be extended for an additional three to
five years for an additional $5 million.

In Sri Lanka:

- In collaboration with the World Bank and UNDP, PACT has agreed
to assist in the development of a trust which would make $90
million available to PVOs and NGOs for credit and community
project funds.

In Pakistan:

- PACT presented an unsolicited proposal to USAID/Pakistan to
send a PACT Member, IVS, to prepare a feasibility study of
developing a consortium of NGOs in Punjab state.

In Vietnam:

- PACT has prepared a proposal to a private foundation to assist
a major NGO consortium by placing Vietnamese-American volunteers
(from VITA and IVS) with Vietnamese NGOs.

In Cambodia:

- PACT and John Short International Research and Training
submitted an invited proposal for a $3.5 million umbrella

project. PACT also held a three-day workshop with IVS and VITA
for Cambodian-Americans helping them design a volunteer program.
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UPDATE ON REGIONAL PROGRAMS: ASIA

Proposal/Bid Source/Budget Status PVO/Member Comments
Involvement
Nepal USAID Mission. Pending. Revision PACT helped create Negotiating language in
Socio-Economic Unsolicited. of existing program | US$8,000,000 Co- agreement. Very likely.
Development US$208,143 after coup. finance PVO fund of
Through PVOs which this amount
(US$208,143) is for local
NGOs.
Bangladesh USAID Mission. Active Consortium partaers and Mission has requested PACT to
PRIP AID initiated sub-grantees: CARE, submit a proposal for funding for
coopetative IVS, EIL. Grants have next 2-5 years @ US$5,000,000.
agreement. also been made to: Aid Disaster Assistance component
US$5,000,000 to Artisans, Winrock, added to present grant with
IDR, Save, WIP, and a additional funding of $18,703.
host of indigenous :
organizations such as:
ADAB, BRAC, BURO,
and TARD.
Sri Lanka UNDP and World Active Creates US$90,000,000 Currently in Phase II: PACT
Technical Bank. trust fund from which has fielded five consuitants.
Assistance to Phases [ & II: PVOs and NGOs can
Janasaviya Trust US$525,000 access credit and PACT has designed Phase III; a
Phase III: community project funds. | bid is forthcoming.
Us$2,500,000
Indonesia USAID Mission. Active Principally works with Grant ends 9/30/91. Requesting
Learning & Unsolicited. WALHI and Bina 6-month, no-cost extension.
Linkages Program US$684,057. Swadaya to promote
environmentally sound Proposal submitted for continued
development. Draws funding.
upon the expertise of
other PVOs and NGOs as
needed, e.g., Save,
CARE, PCI, and World
Ed.
Indonesia USAID Mission. Development Working with US-based Project development encouraged
Street Children Unsolicited. PVO, CHILDHOFE, to by S&T/Health.
Project develop a proposal.
India Dutch Government. Pending Dutch Government has
Participatory Unsolicited. reservations about funding a
Training 1US$$700,962. U.S. agency.
Pakistan USAID Mission. Pending Feasibility Study. May Likely.
Support for NGOs Unsolicited. open up new possibilities
in the State of US$24,500. for PACT Membership.
Punjab
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UPDATE ON REGIONAL PROGRAMS: ASIA

Province

46

Proposal/Bid Source/Budget Status PVO/Member Comments
Involvement
Indonesia ILO Potential Funder | Development Like SME Early stages of development with
Resource Center Network/Thailand, open International Labor Organization
for Micro to all PVOs and NGOs
Enterprise involved in micro-
Development enterprise promotion.
Philippines/ USAID Development Possible partner: LP3ES
Indonesia Mission/Philippines
Support to Moslem
NGOs.
Thailand USAID Mission. Active 70% of grant fund wiil
SPIRITED Unsolicited go to US PVOs to assist
US$1,608,055 local organizations.
SAVE is lead agency for
coordinating initiatives
related to community
forestry and land use.
Thailand PACT PVC Active Network composed of 36
Smail and Micro Agreement. NGOs, PVOs, UN
Enterprise US$90,280. agencies, government
Network (SME) agencies, and World
Bank.
PACT Members in
network: CARE, SAVE,
SVITA, HKI.
Thailand USAID Mission in Active Working with local
RESCUE: Street response to AID/W NGO, Fouadation for a
Children Program initiative: Assistance Better Life for Children.
to Displaced
Children.
US5$290,000.
Pakistan USAID Mission. Active Harry Jayasingha of IVS
Feasibility Study Unsolicited. conducting study. May
for Community- US$23,992 open up US%$3,000,000
based NGO for PACT membership.
Development
Initiatives in the
Northwest Frontier
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UPDATE ON REGIONAL PROGRAMS: ASIA

Proposal/Bid Source/Budget Status PVO/Member Comments
Involvement
Vietnam Christopher Pending Working in coordination
Vietnamese Reynolds Foundation with PACCOM, the
American Us$86,990 organization which
Volunteer Program coordinates NGO/PVO
I activities in Vietnam, to
place Vietnamese-
American volunteers with
agencies in Vietnam,
including PACT
Members.
Tibet Development Being developed with Exploring possible roles for
NGO Support IIRR and International PVOs in development of Tibet.
Fund for Development of
Tibet.
Cambodia AIDIW Development Developing a concept
Cambodian paper with AID, US-
American based Cambodian-
Volunteer Program American organizations,
VITA, and IVS to place
Cambodian American
volunteers in Cambodia.
Cambodia AID/W Active Subgrants to over 60
Community RFP PVOs available to work
Outreach Program $4,996,119 in Cambodia
Philippines Development Developed in cooperation
Advancing NGO with The Green Forum
Coalitions: and Caucus of "
Realizing an Development NGO
Alternative Vision Networks.
Philippines USAID Mission Rejected Developed in cooperation
NGO with PBSP (Philippine
Communication Business for Social
Support Service Progress).
Program
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6.0 Evaluation Findings

6.1 PACT's Management

- The move of the office from New York to Washington caused some
concern among Board Members who felt the move was not adequately
discussed and should have come before the whole Board. Over the
course of the year, the move was accomplished and since only two
staff made the move, there has been a very high staff turnover.
Now that is has been accomplished, it seems to be a moot issue.
It is too early yet to say how well the new staff will do and
what the implications will be for greater proximity to A.I.D. and
many of PACT’'s Members.

- All new staff appear to be qualified and energetic. While
thogse left behind in New York are suffering from low morale, it
is likely that their spirits will improve when the office there
is cleaned up and if the next Assembly gives them the mandate to
continue with their program initiatives.

The primary concern about staffing is clarification of lines of
authority within the office and, with the new regional offices,
with the field. Because the system is not yet operational, there
are many new staff, and only one Regional Co-director is in
place, management systems remain to be fine tuned. PACT is to be
commended for its commitment to egalitarianism but it is not the
most efficient approach to management. Every staff person
interviewed gave examples of situations where they felt they had
been left out of the information loop, felt unclear about who was
in charge on an issue, or expressed confusion about the
difference between different staff positions. Presumably the
confusion is temporary until the new regional system is fully
implemented.

- The new regional program strategy has been very effective in
helping PACT coordinate its wvarious activities. As PACT places
greater emphasis on building regional networks and consortia,
Regional Offices will be essential.

- The Program strategy and planning system is working well.
There is much greater clarity about what PACT does, how it does
it and activities are even more focused on PACT’S mission than
was at the beginning of this CA.

- PACT'’s current program stratc,y places it more in line with its
mission than ever in PACT’s history. Not only is it "supporting
and fostering local organizations" in the process it has
generated over $55 million dollars to support their efforts.

- PACT’s least know but most impressive accomplishment is how its
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leadership and program strategy generates funds for the PVO/NGO
community. While 75 percent of the CA funds are spent in the
U.S., the remaining 25 percent ($1,277,273) spent overseas have
contributed to the leveraging of $55 million. Sixty-seven
percent of those funds were generated through unsolicited
proposals creating funds that would not likely have been
available to PVOs/NGOs had PACT not developed the projects and
approached donors with the concept.

CA money spent overseas appears to return a far greater benefit
to PVOs and NGOs than money spent in the U.S.. Efforts in the
U.S. leverage about $10 for each CA dollar spent while each
dollar spent overseas leverages about $43. Overall, PACT’s
efforts lead to over $10 for each CA dollar.

6.2 Governance of PACT

- Many things have changed since PACT was started 20 years ago.
PVOs have grown up and are now fully capable not only of managing
themselves but of providing technical assistance to NGO partners
on technical and organizational issues. Most countries now have
a number of highly sophisticated NGOs that are capable of
carrying out projects and competing for donor dollars.

- PACT's mission is appropriate and is strongly supported by most
of its Members.

- PACT's Membership is a happenstance collection of
organizations. One of PACT’s attractions to donors is the roster
of technically proficient and diverse organizations through which
it will implement organizations.

- While Members feel they should have benefits of membership, the
responsibilities of membership have not been enforced. No member
has presented its program plan to PACT and affirmative action
policies (if any) have apparently never been reviewed.

- Members have the right and responsibility to try to make
changes in PACT when they see ways that PACT can better serve
them. Some members, however, who are dissatisfied with PACT have
taken their grievances directly to donors. Many PACT members
have found this inappropriate.

- While the development environment has changed, and PACT's
programs have changed, its governance structure has not. A few
Members who have been with PACT from the start have resisted
these changes and each three years (when the CA is renewed) raise
the same issues. The organizational structure is one that leads
to conflict of interest and the Board of Directors no longer has
an appropriate role.
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- Some of PACT’s members now compete with PACT. PACT has Board
approved procedures for assuring that competition is kept to a
minimum. The cases of competition are very few. Most members
see competition as normal and healthy and feel that each
organization should continue to do what it is good at. In bidding
on RFPs, PACT is fulfilling one of its oldest mandates to assist
small organizations to do collectively what they could not do
individually.

- Since PACT’s detractors have made their concerns known to
A.I.D. and supporters have not, A.I.D. has the impression that
dissatisfaction is more widespread than it really is. The
complains against PACT are largely a smoke screen for an effort
to destroy PACT with the idea that CA funds would then be
available to U.S. PVOs. They feel that U.S. money to NGOs should
all be channeled first through U.S. PVOs.

[The central issue at the annual Assembly of Members was the
governance issue. Members voted unanimously to reaffirm PACT's
Mission and in a separate resolution underscored that PACTs
primary role is in the field. The Assembly voted to undertake a
major reconsideration of PACT as a Membership organization and
will review the by-laws and reconstitute the Board so that the
majority is individuals independent of PACT]

~ Merger with Inter-Action is a non-issue. There are no
compelling reasons for a merger and several strong reasons not to
merge. Most Members are weary of the discussion which has been
going on for over ten years. There is consensus that the two
organizations should make every effort not to duplicate services
and programs and that they should collaborate wherever possible.

- PVC seems unclear about what direction it wants to take with
PVOs and what role PACT can play. At a time when the PVO
community is deeply troubled, PVC appears to be encouraging new
PVOs to start up. There is a definite leadership role for PACT
and PVC to take to help PVOs make the transition to the future.

- Policies and circumstances have changed so much that the
original CA no longer applies to what PACT does making
accountability difficult. While the evolution of the CA has been
mutually agreed on between the two organizations and has moved in
a very positive direction, there is no clear written agreement
about what is expected of both parties.

6.3 Program Performance

- PACT started the CA with the mandate to use all the money in
the U.S. in seven specific categories. Midway through the grant,
PVC allowed money to be used in the field and, following the mid-
term evaluation, PACT dropped all the old CA categories and
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reorganized its programs around regional field strategies. This
change has greatly simplified and improved PACT’s programs. It
also made the original proposal obsolete.

- PACT has new initiatives underway in about 20 countries. With
its current staff, it cannot continue with this kind of growth.

- PACT’s most successful U.S. programs are the Media Services and
Media Production units. These programs fill an urgent need in
the PVO/NGO community and promise to earn a small profit for
PACT. _

- PACT has done a noticeably better job of communicating what it
does to members. IMPACT and the Consortium Courier are excellent
vehicles for communication not only about PACT but about other
organizations as well. Members still complain that the
information is all about what PACT has already done. They would
like to be included in the planning and discussion stages.

- The remaining problem with the Media programs is to integrate
them with the regional strategy. Plans are underway to set up
regional distribution systems for the Media Services program.

- The SEEP network continues to £ill an important need in the PVO
community and its members find it valuable. However, it no
longer fits with PACT’s regional strategy.

- The Institutional Development Grants are one of PACTs most
important services. The grants been extremely important at three
levels.

First, they are a very effective use of money. For
$800,000, 116 grants have been made to 67 organizations.

Second, they are very important to recipients. They fill a
niche in the funding system that allows ideas to turn into
projects. Creativity can be fostered and a very large
number of grants appear to lead to further funding. Some
very small grants have lead to very large new initiatives.

Third, the grants are essential to PACT’s consortia building
strategy. Cooperation and the sharing of information can be
facilitated by giving small grants. When small pockets of
collaboration develop around particular issues or specific
projects, these form the raw material from which larger
coalitions are build. When these coalitions are in place,
NGOs can have an influence on govermnment. molicy and the
consortia can serve as a conduit for donor money.

Under the current one-year CA, IDGs will be known as Strategic
Activities Grants, will be up to $25,000 and will be administered
through the regional programs.
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7.0 Evaluation Questions Answered

- Is PACT’'s Mission Statement an accurate reflection of what the
organization does? Is the mission supported by PVC, PACT’s
Members, and PACT’'s Board of Directors?

PACT’s Mission Statement is an excellent description of what the
organization does. PACT’'s programs are more directly targeted to
its mission now than at any time in its history. Its mission is
fully supported by PVC and the overwhelming majority of Members
endorse the mission enthusiastically. Only one or two vocal
critics express concern about the role of international Members.
While no one will admit to objections about Institutional
Development Grant money going to NGOs (and non-PACT Members),
this may in fact be an issue for one or two Members.

[This was confirmed unanimously at the Member Assembly and a
separate resolution states that the emphasis should be on
overseas activities]

- Should PACT remain a membership organization? What alternative
governance structures may be appropriate?

PACT must remain a membership organization in order to implement
its program strategy. PACT’s problems are not that it is a
membership organization but rather in the fact that the Board of
Directors is composed of Members leading to conflicts of
interest.

The Board of Directors should be re-constituted. The new Board
should include individuals with a vision of where PVOs can and
should be going along and individuals knowledgeable about or
representing major donors (World Bank, UN, A.I.D. and others).
The new Board should be approximately one-fourth from each of
PACT'’s regions (Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the U.S.) and
one half of the Members should be women.

[PACT’s new task force, approved at the Member Assembly, will
review alternative models for membership and present a new
structure within six months. The Board will be completely re-
constituted and comprising at least a majority of individuals
from non-Member institutions. The task force must take special
care to see that the views of international members are fully
represented in this process.]

- Does PACT compete with its Members?

PACT has pioneered in the field of umbrella organization
management and consortia building. Recently, two of PACT’s
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Members have developed an interest in working in these areas and
have competed against PACT on projects funded by USAID missions.
This type of competition is healthy and as more PVOs are able to
work at the country level, PACT will be able to place greater
emphasis on regicnal networks. The advantages of PACT membership
far outweigh any concerns about competition for most Members.

When PACT submits proposals, it does so with one and usually more
of its Members. PACT’'s oldest mandate was to assist Members
leverage funds collectively where they could not do no
individually. Where a Member feels it has some advantage to
competing with PACT this is appropriate. Since PACT does not
implement projects, technically, the competition is between one
Member and a coalition of other Members.

Since PACT has procedures for dealing with the competition issue,
any Member with grievances should bring those issues to the Board
through proper internal systems.

- Are there advantages to PACT membership?

The primary benefits of PACT membership are being in the front
line in the development of new projects. The advantages are
greatest to those Members with field programs in the countries
where PACT now has field staff as they become the vehicle through
which PACT develops the collaborations and networks that become
consortia. With IDGs, they are able to develop innovative new
projects, find new partner NGOs, and experiment with new
approaches to development.

In addition, Members receive information about PACT programs and
those of other Members. Members are given priority in attendance
at PACT’s workshops, meetings, and can use PACT’s extensive
network of contacts with NGOs world-wide.

Program staff in the field seem to be most conscious of the
advantages of PACT membership since most activities now take
place in the field. Because there are now few direct grants from
PACT to PVO headquarters, some CEOs may not even be aware of the
extensive collaboration between their program people in the field
and PACT's field staff. Seventy-five percent of the CA money was
spent in the U.S. and much of that on programs and services to
PACT’'s Members.

From a larger perspective, PACT’s program strategy has led to $55
million in funds for the PVO/NGO community. Members should feel
some pride in their contributions to an organization that so
successfully works for the private development effort.

[A review of the whole Membership issue is included as part of
the new task force activity.]
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- Have the recommendations made in the last evaluation been acted
on?

PACT has acted on, or is in the process of acting on all
recommendations made in the mid-term evaluation. The re-
organization of the programs away from the original CA categories
and around regional strategies was been particularly effective
and will make PACT much more efficient. New administrative
gystems for accounting, reporting, personnel, and program
planning are all in place or being developed. A Program Policy
Manual has been drafted. There are regional strategies for Asia
and Africa. All staff submit work plans and staff meetings are
held regularly. PACT has made a great deal of progress in
clarifying what it does over the past year. It has accomplished
this at a time of much institutional turmoil (a move, new staff,
problems with the Board).

- What have been the program accomplishments over the past year?
Is the new regiomal organization structure appropriate to
accomplishing PACT’s goals?

PACT's field programs continue to grow. PACT now has new
initiatives underway in nearly 20 countries and has been
particularly successful in generating unsolicited funds for
PVO/NGO programs.

The new regional strategy has given a much greater focus to all
of PACT’s programs and will allow PACT to do at the regional
level what it has been so successful in doing at the country
level.

Because PACT’s methods of operation for encouraging collaboration
requires a great deal of hand-holding, one-on-one contact, and
the facilitation of many small planning and strategy sessions,
the presence of a Regional Representative on the ground is
egssential.

PACT needs to take time now to consolidate its work and build on
the programs it now has in place and place a moratorium on
expansion into new countries. It also needs to give much greater
consideration to the management systems necessary to make the
Regional Offices effective.

\

- Is it cost effective to maintain two U.S8. Offices?

There is some additional cost to having two offices. However,
the rent on the New York office is low, they would have had to
rent larger offices had they stayed, and the main cost is
salaries which would have to be paid in any event. If that
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office were closed, the Washington office would have to be much
bigger. Having the Washington office saves some money in travel
and housing for the Executive Director. The total additional
cost for the two offices is around $8,000.

The main issue is that the Communications program, while very
successful, is very new and moving it at this time would be
hazardous to its health. Within the next few years, the Media
Services and Media Production Units will turn enough profit to
pay for the additional costs of the office. Additionally, the
New York office is still an important stopping off place for
visitors to New York. The presence of an office there near the
United Nations is an asset with other donors.

- What has been the impact of the Institutional Development
Grants?
The IDGs have been extremely important at three levels.

First, they are a very effective use of money. For
$800,000, 116 grants have been made to 67 organizations.

Second, the grants are extremely helpful to their
recipients. The £ill a niche in the funding system that
allows ideas to turn into projects. Creativity can be
fostered and a very large number appear to lead to further

funding. Some very small grants have lead to very large new

initiatives.

Third, the grants are essential to PACT’'s consortia building
strategy. Cooperation and the sharing of information can be

facilitated by giving small grants. When small pockets of
collaboration develop around particular issues or specific
projects, these form the raw material from which larger
coalitions are build. When these coalitions are in place,
they can have an influence on government policy and can
serve as a conduit for donor money.
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8.0 Recommendations

About PACT’s management:

- PACT should continue with the regional program strategy by
updating its Asia Regional Strategy and completing its Latin
America Regional Strategy. The participatory process used in the
development of the Africa Regional Strategy should be followed.

- The development of the Regional Offices should proceed as
funding becomes available but with careful attention to the
management systems needed to make these offices effective. The
role of the Regional Directors must be monitored and attention
given to ways to assure communication between the field and
headquarters. The Latin America Office should not be opened
until some of these issues have been worked out in Asia and
Africa.

- PACT staff should be commended for their accomplishments in
reorganizing the program, improving their communications with the
Members, and more tightly focusing their activities at a time of
considerable organizational confusion and, for some, personal
hardships.

- PACT should continue its strategy of working with PVOs and NGOs
to generate funds through unsolicited proposals to donors such as
USAIDs, A.I.D. Regional Offices, the U.N, and the World Bank.

- PACT should be commended for the exceptional record of fund
raising on behalf of the PVO/NGO community. It should be clear
that CA money is not used for fundraising activities.

About Governance:

- PACT should develop a Membership recruitment strategy to
include more PVO and NGO Members with strong technical skills in
a variety of sectors. There should also be a clearer strategy
for the selection of international Members.

- Since the payment of fees is clearly difficult for
international Members, creates socme hard feelings among those
Members who do pay their fees, and since the fees are not a major
source of revenue, PACT needs to reconsider the purpose of the
fees and whether some other gesture of commitment could be
substituted.

- PACT should have a clear statement of responsibilities of
membership and should create a mechanism for enforcing those
responsibilities.
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- Members with grievances against PACT should use internal
procedures for resolving those problems. Members should use
discretion in discussing internal problems with non-Members.

- PACT should change the composition of its Board of Directors to
one that is all non-Members. The new Board should include
individuals knowledgeable about the future of private development
efforts in the U.S. and overseas, representatives of major donors
(A.I.D., World Bank, UN, and so on), as well others with both
influence and a commitment to PACT’s mission. The emphasis
should be on what Board members bring to the organization rather
than what they get from it. Approximately one-forth of the new
board Members should be from each of the regions in which PACT
works (U.S., Asia, Africa, Latin America) and one half of the
Members should be women.

- PACT should continue to follow its Board approved Procedures
for eliminating competition with Members and any organization
with a grievance should follow internal procedures for resolving
the problems.

- PACT and InterAction should meet regularly to review upcoming
activities and identify opportunities for collaboration. The
first topic of discussion should be the coordination of training
in the U.S. and overseas.

About PVC:

- PVC should, wherever possible, work with PACT in support of
their efforts to generate funds from A.I.D.’s regional
development offices.

- PVC and PACT need to discuss the role of an intermediary
organization and consider alternative contracting procedures that
would allow for longer CA’s but greater accountability on a year
by year basis. Perhaps a five year CA with general program
parameters and brief annual work plans. This would allow PACT
and PVC to be responsive to changing PVO/NGO needs and still have
an agreed yearly agenda with accountability.

- PVC, perhaps using PACT’s Members as a resource, should
determine what role PVOs will play in development in the future
and how they will f£it in with A.I.D.’s overall strategy. It is
important for both organizations to have a clearer vision of
PVC’s relationship with PACT and its constituency.

About programs:
- Over the next year PACT needs to consolidate its programs.

Growth should be slowed and greater attention given to developing
quality programs in the countries where it now has initiatives.
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- IMPACT should have a column where material from the Media
Services Catalog is objectively reviewed (perhaps by someone who
has used it). This would enable readers in the field to better
determine which publications fit their needs.

- PACT, with PVC support, should examine it relationship with the
SEEP network and work with SEEP to develop a plan for either
integrating it into the field programs, spinning it off as an
independent organization, or finding a home in another
organization such as InterAction or one of the SEEP network

Members.
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1.0 Background

l.1 A brief history and description of PACT

Private Agencies Collaborating Together (PACT) is a cousortium of 35 Private
Development Jrganizations (PDOs) and individuals with a commitment to
development activities outside the U.S. Throughout its 18 year history,
membership levels have remained relatively stable. The primary change in
membership has been from all U.S. based private voluntary organizations (PVOs)
to an active drive to recruit non-U.S. based non-~governmental orgamization
(NGOs) to membership. Now there are l1 NGO members, mostly from Latin
America. The first Asian member was admitted at the 1990 board meeting. A
list of PACT's current members 1s included hera as Appendix A

PACT was created in 1972 by a group of representatives of small U.S. based
PV0Os. 1Its original purpose was both to serve as a forum for members to
discuss innovative approaches to development and potential cooperation as well
as ‘a mechanism for dispersing A.I.D. funds through grants too small for A.I.D.
to manage on its own. There were already several large organizations with
sophisticated financial and management systems who could interact with A.I.D.
directly but many of the smaller ones lacked the size to get into the larger
donors arena. The underlying idea for PACT was that the smaller PVOs could
have more clout with A.I.D. if the formed a foundation to represent them.
Implicitly, both A.I.D. and the PV0O representatives wanted to explore the
possibility of mergers. However, the idea of a collective of smaller PVOs was
lost when first large PVO, Save the Children, joined and was followed shortly
by the other larger PVOs.

It should be mentioned, too, that PACT membership represented only the subset

-of PV0s which focused on community development. PACT, originally, excluded

from membership organizations which focus on specialized iassues such as family
planning, refugees, emergency assistance, and welfare.

What remained by 1976, was the theme which still characterizes PACT. That is,
to foster collaboration within the PDO community. At that time, PACT was
funded entirely by A.I.D./FVA/PVC (PVC) and member contributions and served as
a granc-making body. Requests for funds were approved by a seven member
Project Selection Committee and grants could go to either PVOs or NGOs.

The early 1980's were a time of crisis for PACT. PACT funding at that time
represented 15 perceant of PVC's total budget and was handling $3.2 million
dollars in grants. As A.I.D. resources dwindled, it became clear that PVC
could no longer support PACT at that level.

By this time, some of the lirger PVOs were getting money directly from PVC and
PVC felt it was ilnappropriate for PACT to give grants to organizations which
already had A.I.D. funds from other sources (most of the larger PVOs had
matching grants aad/or mission funding). With as much as 60 percent of PACT
funding was going to NGOs, there was a growing feeling among PACT members that
PACT's grants should only go to PVOs. Sentiment was so strong that some
members even lobbied PVC to close PACT completely.
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In PACT's 1984 Cooperative Agreement (CA) with PVC, funding dropped froam $4
aillion to $2.5 million, the Executive Director resigned and PACT was being
urged by PVC to diversify its funding base., It was also a time of major re-
thinking of PACT's role. For the first time, PACT began to carry out field
activities of Lits own and became well known world wide for its studies of NGO
consorria, umbrella organizations and collaborative efforts among PDOs. The
lessons learned from those studieg were quickly put into action ag PACT hired
field staff to work with emerging consortia in the field.

Since its inception, PACT has channeled approximately $38 million in grants to
450 member and non-member projects but eligibility for grants has changed
frequently. PACT grants originally went to all PACT members, then only to U.S.
PACT members, then to U.S. organizations working with local partners, and
finally now, to the entire PDO community.

During its sixteen years as a funder, PACT had a major lmpact on the PVQOs
which received its grants and on the development community at large. Grants
were used to create and strengthen country level PDO consortia as well as for
creative approaches to development, upgrading PDO management, and training

staff. PACT funds also underwrote the preparation of legislation which created
the African Development Foundatiom.

In the mid-19803 PACT re—organized its management structure. No longer were
decisions made by all PACT members. Rather a corporation of members was
formed and a Board of Directors created to make most management decisionm.
Within the Board of Directors was an Executive Committee which had even more
oversight. Whether it was the change ia management structure or the other
changes going on in the PVO community 1is uncertain but observers mark this as

a time at which PACT began to take on its own identity as a PVO and member's
roles in decisions began to weaken.

At the time, the dramatic cutback in PACT funding was geen as devastating. In
retrospect, the crisis forced PACT to seek an identity aside frow its role as
donor and also lead to the diversification of PACT funds. Over the past six
years, PACT has made the difficult transition from a funding agency heavily
dependent on PVC to one with field programs of its own and primary funds from
USAID mis=ions, UNDP, and other sources. PACT's total annual income for this
fiscal year is just over $4 million, of which only 34 percent comes from PVC.

This short hiastory of PACT is presented so that this evaluation caa be seen in
its proper-countext of an organization which is just pulling out of a major
period of change and which has still not fully come to grips with a new
identity, management structure, and funding base.
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Scope of Work for
Final Evaluation of PACT's
Cooperative Agreement with A.I.D./FVA/PVC

Background:

PACT's Cooperative Agreement (CA) with A.I.D./FVA/PVC (PVC) comes to an end 31
July, 1991. Over the course of three years, PVC has given PACT $4,495,000 for
programs in the U.S. and overseas. The CA calls for two evaluations. The
midterm evaluation took place in the Spring of 1990 and found few problems
with PACT's field programs which are progressing well. The evaluation did,
however, identify some problems with PACT's governing structure, particularly
the relation between PACT and it's members, and a lack of clarity on the role
of the Board of Directors. '

Since the midterm evaluation, problems among Board members have increased and
for that reason, the final evaluation will place special emphasis on overall
governance and mission as well as summing up accomplishments in the field.

Evaluatio uestionsg:

The final evaluation will answer the following questions:

1. Is PACT's mission statement an accurate reflection of what the organization
does? Is the mission supported by PVC, PACT's members, and PACT's Board of
Directors?

2. Should PACT remain a membership organization? What alternative governance
structures might be appropriate?

»
3. Does PACT compete with its members?
4. Are there advantages to PACT membership?
5. Have the recommendations made in the mid~-term evaluation been acted on?
6. What have been the program accomplishments over the past year? Is the new
reglonal organization structure appropriate for accomplishing PACT's
objectives?

7. Is it cost effective to maintain two U.S. offices?

8. What has been the impact of the Imnstitutional Development Grants (IDGs)?
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Methodology
The evaluation methodology will include:

1. Interviews with at least 20 PACT members (50 percent of the total
membership) including past and present board members.

2. Interviews with representatives of InterAction, A.I.D. and others as
appropriate.

2. Review of Board of Director's Meetings minutes on the issue of PACT's Goal
Statement and discussions surrounding its adoption.

3. Collection of information from field staff on program accomplishments to
date.

4, Visit to U.S. Regional Office in New York to interview staff and review
files.

5. Interviews with all senior headquarters staff.

Schedule

The proposed schedule for the evaluation is as follows:
1-23 August - Interviews and data collection

26-30 August — Prepare first draft of evaluation report
2-4 September - Review of draft

4-6 September - Prepare final draft

9 Septamber - Disseminate report to members prior to Member Assembly 18-20
September.
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List of People Interviewed for the Final Evaluation
August, 1991

At PACT/Washington

Louis Mitchell, Chief Executive Officer

Jacob Pfohl, Deputy Chief Executive Officer

M. Jean Thomas, Director of Finance and Administration

Bindu Sharma, Associate Director for International Programs, Asia
Cheryl Urashima, Associate Director for International Programs,
Asia

David Williams, Associate Director for International Programs,

Africa and Romania

Bertrand Laurent, Regional Representative and Director for Africa
Programs

Cecilia Cody, Associate Director for International Programs,
Latin America

Preston Grant, Manager for Administrative Services

Susana Patricia Bazan, Accounting Manager

Lamiriam Lee, Administrative Officer for International Programs
Leslie Mitchell, Administrative Officer for International
Programs, Africa and Romania.

Doris Wall, Receptionist

At PACT/New York

Rita Gibbonsg, Director of Communications and Technical Services
Ellen LeCompte, Associate Director for Training and Environmental
Support Network .

Veena Sundararaman, Information Manager (editor of IMPACT and the
Consortium Courier) N

Chris Srinivasen, Consultant on Communications

Robin Munson, Finance Associate, Media Production and Services
Charlctte McRobbie, Administrative Assistant

Mary Wong, Office Manager

Members of Executive Committee:

Nan Borton, Development Alternatives International (Chair)
Lew Townsend, Pan American Development Foundation (Treasurer)
Katherine McKee, Center for Community Self-Help

Other Members of the Board:

Charles Post, Esperanca

Fay Cowan, New TransCentury Foundation

Ken Cole, InterAmerican Develpment Bank
William Stedman, Partners of the Americas
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Members:

Bill Burris, Accion

Rudy Von Bernuth, CARE

Anthony Schwartzwalder, The Experiment in International Living

John Palmer, Helen Keller International

Don Luce and Linda Worthington, International Voluntary Services

Tom McKay, Project Concern International

Henry Norman, Volunteers in Technical Assistance

Walter Carrington, Joint Center for Political and Economic
Studies .

Roland Johnson, The William Penn Foundation

Marie Gadsden

Others

Sally Montgomery, AID/FVA/PVC

Harry Wing, AID/FVA/PVC -

Sallee Jones, AID/FVA/PVC

Carolyn Long, Vice President, InterAction
Carolyn Stremlau, Citizens Democracy Corp.
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Appendix C

List of People Interviewed for the Evaluation

At PACT:

Louls Mitchell, Executive Director

Jake Pfohl, Director of Programs, Asia & USA

Allison Smith, Director of Programs for Adminlstrative Services

Dan Santo Pietro, Director of Technical and Managerial Services/Training

Jim O0'Brien, Director of Programs for Latin America

Bertrand Llaurent, Director of Programs for Africa (office in Senegal)

Warren Dowms, Director of Finance and Administration

Robert Sutherland, Director of Media Services

Veena Sundararaman, Director of Communications

Rita Gibbons, Senior Associate Director for Programs, Asia & USA

Ellen LeCompte, Associate Director for Programs, Latin America/Office
Systems/Grants Management.

Maria Blaque-Belair, Associate Director for Africa Programs

Robin Munson, Associate Director for Finance

Elaine Edgcomb, Consultant, Coordinator, SEEP Network

Al Miller, PACT's UNDP Program Director, West Africa

Johnathan Otto, Consultant, Coordinator of Food 0ils in Africa Network
Chris Srinavasin, Consultant

Carolyn Stremlau, Consultant, Coordinator of Expansion of Benefits Study

Representatatives of U.S. Organizations:

Nan Borton, DAI International and Chair of PACT's Board of Directors

Walter Carrington, PACT Board Member

Ed Bullard, President of TechnoServe

Peter Davies, President of InterAction

Tom Fox, Director of CIDE at World Resources Institute and PACT Board Member

Donna Frago, Program Officer at AID/FVA/PVC

Suzanne Kindervatter, Director of Technical Services at QOEF International
and Chair of Steering Committee, SEEP Network

Robert Graham, Chairman of the Board and Founder of Katalysis Foundation
International;

Stanley W. Hosie, Executive Director of Foundation for Peoples of the South

' Pacific and PACT Board Member

Ron Howard, Director of Field Operations for Opportunities Industrialization
Centers Internatiomal (0OICI)

Roland Johnson, Secretary of The William Penn Foundation and outgoing Chair of

PACT Board of Directors.
Tom Juring, Vice President for Programs at Katalysis Foundation
Joel lLampstein, President of World Education
Carolyn Long, Director of Washington Office, InterAction
Charles MacCormack, President of the Experiment in International Living.

1

e o



Appendix C, page

Tom McKay, Executive Director of Project Concern International

Charles Post, Executive Director of Esperanca (Phoenix, AZ)

John Palmer, Executive Director of Hellen Keller Intermational and PACT Board
Member.

Elizabeth Scott, Director of International Programs at Goodwill Industries

Representatives of Non-U.S. Organizatious:

Dewaker Chand, Executive Director of SSNCC in Nepal

Gustavo Correa, Executive Director of FUNDAEC in Cali, Columbia

Francesca De Escoto, Director of Organizacion de Desarrollo Empresarial
Femenino (ODEF) in Honduras

Enrique Fernandez, Secretary General of Solidarios in Santo Domingo, Dominican
Republic

Aroma Goon, Assistant Technical Advisor of Private Rural Initiatives Project
(PRIP) in Bangaladesh

Alberto Jimenez, Director of Servivienda in Bogota, Columbia

John Kelly, Fondo Ecuatoriano Populorum Progressio in Quito, Ecuador

Manual Montoya, Executive Director of Accion Comunitaria del Peru in Lima,
Peru and PACT Board Member

Carlos Santos, Director of Belize Enterprise for Sustained Technology (BEST)
in Belmopan, Belize

Rafael Vargas, President of the Board of ACORDE om Costa Rica

In Thailand:

Heather Clark, PACT Regional Representative

Robert L. Medrala, Project Director of American Refugee Committee,
Medical Project in Thailand (IDG recipient)

Chatree Watetip, Project Director of Freedom from Hunger Foundation (IDG
applicant)

Don L. Douglas, Country Representative for Program for Appropriate Technology
in Health (PATH) (IDG applicant)

Susan L. Schneider, Associate Program Officer of PATH/Washington D.C. Office

Michael Levitan, Country Director of Save the Children (IDG recipient)

Saksith Muenkul, Field Coordinator of Save the Children

Andrew Mittleman, Agroforestry Specialist with Save the Children

Gary Suwannarat, Private Sector Initiatives Division, USAID/Thailand

Narintr Tima, Program Specialist with USAID/Thailand

Malee Suwana-adth, Honary Secretary General of SVITA Foundation; FWWBT;
APROTECH/Asia and PACT Board Member

Karnitha, Program Officer for UNICEF funded SME project at SVITA Foundation

Dao-noi Srikijon, Program Officer at SVITA (UNICEF project)

Charles F. Ames, Country Director of Foster Parents Plan Internatiomnal

Raymond H. Rignall, Country Director of CARE

Mike Carroll, Assistant Country Director of CARE

Marshall Bear, Regional SEAD Advisor of CARE

Paiboon Wattanasiritham, Director of Foundation for Thailand Rural
Reconstruction Movement (IDG Recipient)
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lLila Tidwell, Assistant Country Director for Adventist Relief and Development
Agency (ADRA)

Anek Nakabutara, Executive Director of Local Development Foundation (IDG
Recipient)

Pornchai Vetayanugul, Director of NGO-REDI and Korat comsortium project
(WLAT/TECDA/SVITA/monks)
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CARL

660 First Aveiug - New Yoz, NY 10018 - {212) §85-3110 » Fax {212) #35-C08

Man Borteon

Development Alteraatives, Izc.
7529 Wceodmont Avenue

Suite 200

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Dear Nan:

By means of zhis lettec I would like to share with you my
concern over the croposed or ouciiag evolution of PACT's
instituaticnel —andate Te @iewl_ st tarms, PACT Iis a membership
organizaticn, <red support institnticnal needs of its memb

Recently i% gseems 4c he following a trend 6f Deccoming much more
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field

operational, and at leacit potentially competing with its membership
in its choice of program activities anéd in its pursuit of grant and

contract support.

T helieve this avolution creates a poteatial conflict of
interest situation, which must be resolved by the PACT Board as
constitutional issue.

T lock forward to talking with you and Lew Tcwnsend, and o

hearing your thoughts on how the PACT Board plans to proceac on this

issue.
K
_— P
Ny ?
Sinterely,
d
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Private Agencies Collaborating Together 22/28.29 Kaset Villa Tower
Soi Than Phuying Phahon, Ngamvongvarn Read, Bangkok 10900, Thailand.

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSICN

TC: Tom Dralenan oy Heather Clark
CARE PACT/! Thailand
Thailand Bangkok

sacsimile §: (662} 2713487 Facs. #: {662) 561-4494
ate: August 19,1991 4 pages

Dear Tem,

Attached is a letter from CARE / NY that has come to my attention through PACT
heaciguarters. The experience of PACT < ARE in Thailand has been a strong collaboratrve
woriing relationship beneficial to both CARE, and PACT. on many counis. PACT in
Thailanc has a strong collaborative refationshp with other USPVO's inchuding Save the
(hildren, Freedom for Hunger Foindaton, and PATH. .

Tiree vears of accunwilated facts about the CARE/ PACT experience in Thailand
demonstrate that a PACT field presence ¢an be and has been beneficial to PACT members,
and has never been "at least potentially competing” as Mr. Bermuth's letter suggests.
Quite the opposite. Based on the iistory of PACT in Thailand, a PACT field office can
promate member collaboration for achieving shared development objectives and assist
members in obtaining access to funding,

Because you have recently arrived in Thailand, 1 would tike to take this time to
summarize a few key avents. | would appreciate it if you could share this information
with your head office so they may be better mformed about the field program, it's
methodclogy of collaboration and the concepts upon wiich it is based.

Through it's headquarters and it's Seld office in Thailand, YACT offers its members
funding, technical assistance. coordination with other PV, local NGOs and donors. For
the past three years, CARE. as cne of PACT's major partmers in Thailand. has benefited
from each of these services. These services have been offered and used in a true spirit of
collaboration. | cite the following exampiles:

o In early 1990, USAID/ Thailand put out for bid a "Demaocratic Pluralism Initiative®
Project. USAID requested PACT to bid on the project and indicated they were Iookmgfor
a “non-implementing umbrella organization” with experience making sub-
Thailand. USAID aiso sent the bid to USPVOs in Thailand. The PACT Representaﬁve
asked the CARE Countrv Director f CARE had pians to bid on this project. CARE said it
would decline to bid on this project as CARE was neither an umbrella organization nor

" had experience making sub-grants to NGOs in Thailand. CARE further reasoned that

e _ A
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handling a sut-gratt program for USAID would compromise CARE's operationai status,
as CARE would be seen as a donor in the local NGO community.

o Subsequently, PACT granted CARE 2 smafl grant under this larger project and is
currently discussing plans to support 2 larger project under that same grant.

o  Because PACT has been awarded the grant from USAID, a new source of funds has
been created to which CARE, and other PACT members, can apply. This supports PACT's
role as a creator of additional funding, rather than competition for existing funding,  If
PACT had neither bid rm nor subsequently been awarded the grant, the funding wouid
not have been available to USPVQs at all In fact, PACT's *competition” for this grant was
the Asia Foundation, not any PACT member. -

. O Since fanuary 1985, PACT Has supported CARE efforts to develop a new program

initiative to work with mdigencus NGOs. According to CARE “these initiatives have also
attracted the interest of major petential donars such as CIDA, AIDAB, USAID and several
multilateral/international orgamzations.” {CARE repert on iFVO project)

o These PACT grants to CARE aflowed CARE to expiore new program parameters in
Thailand and assisted CARE to increase credibility {0 act in partnership with the Thai
NGO community. The development of this project with PACT support enabled CAREto.
successfully bid on and win a Thai NGO Management Training contract from USAID.

o In August 1956, USAID put out for bid a contract for Management Training for
Thai NGOs. The bid was sent to PACT and CARE and for-profit consuiting firms. PACT
asked CARE if they were interested in bidding CARE indicated that it was, and PACT
dectned to bid.

o} Inﬂﬁspazﬁcu)arcase,PACTassistedCAREtowﬂtetheptwosaiwiﬁchwaslater
awarded to CARE by USAID. PACT also helped organize the regional study tours, which
were carried out with assistance from PACT's office in Indonesia and PACT consultants in

the Philippines. In this way, PACT directly assisted a numberorgamzahcn carnpete with
private {frms.

o When CARE reviewed the management contract buciget and required more funds
to cairy ut the study tours, PACT suprorted this effort with an additionai grant

o In 1989 PACT provided techiucal services to CARE/ Thailand in the form of SEAD
workshcp participation @id manua! production. Parts of the manual have since been
translated nto Thai and used for the benefit of the NGO community in Thailand. Several
of these sessions have teen meorporated inte ctiver USPVO's regional training courses,

particutariv ADRA and World Vision. In this sense PACT has assisted CARE to distribute

&
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its materials and pubticize its expertise in smail enterprise development in the country, .
in the region and internationally.

o From 1489 to the present, CARE staff have participated i the SME (Small and
Micro Enterprise) Network training courses covering technical aspects of smail enterprise
development. These courses are otherwise unavailable to the NGO community in
Thailand. . ,

1 appreciate your concern that the PACT/ Thailand field office histary of coflaboration be
adequately represented by sharing this information with Mr. Bernuth.

Sincerely,

e B

desther A Clark
fepreserctative/ Thailand

ce. Lou witchell
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Board Resolution on Competitiveness

[Excerpt from the minutes of the PACT Board Meeting January 19,
1988]

"Following a presentation by James O'Brien on the Country
Initiatives, including a revision of procedures to deal with the
competition and member related issues, the Chairman recommended
that PACT continue with the Country Initiatives, that the
formalized set of Procedures serve as the outline, and that the
financial implications to having the Country Initiatives be
examined. The Director of Finance explained the positive
ramifications of the Country Initiatives budget. Finally,
addressing the issue of competition, it was asked if the
Procedures had been discussed with the complainants. The
Executive Director said they had been discussed with two, and the
others had been aware of them.

"The following Resolution was proposed: In order to
minimize the issue of "competition among members" related to
regional and country initiatives, the (attached) procedures be
adopted in principle, and be it further resolved that the
procedures be reviewed at the June 1988 Board meeting to affirm
that the procedures express and address the concerns of the
members.

"Upon MOTION duly made and seconded, the Resolution was
accepted.”

&

{Excerpt from The Membership Governance Repprt, June 1, 1988]

"As it appeared that the competition issue had been defused,
the Committee did not deal with this question.”
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PREAMBLE TO PROCEDURES

Now, in 1988, with an increasing interest in PVOs to
collaborate with USAID and UNDP missions and other multilateral
bodies, PACT considers it timely to define its role more
specifically and to lay out procedures that will guide its
actions.

PACT sees its role as exploring and discovering
opportunities for greater membership and PVO involvement in
cofinancing umbrella and discrete technical programs. PACT will
be a promoter, informant and ready advisor to its members. In
concert with the interested members it may take on additional
roles of formulating joint proposals, conducting negotiations and
assuming an appropriate management role. PACT staff, however,
will never be involved in operating field grants or carrying out
new training programs in isolation of its members.

To assure proper actions on behalf of the consortium, PACT
will abide by the following procedures.

PROCEDURES

1) PACT will use any available field resources to spark
new opportunities and initiatives for members and other PVOs, and
share pertinent information about upcoming opportunities with the
members/other PVOs most interested in and relevant to the
geographical area or technical function under consideration, both
at headquarters and field levels.

2) Where a number of PACT members manifest an early
interest in an PID, RFP, OPG, Contract, etc., PACT will attempt
to play a faczlltatlng role among U.S. PVOs to share information,
to encourage appropriate dialogue and, when appropriate, to
develcp collective responses among the members. PACT, however,
will always respect the individual decision of a member who
choosas to pursue a singular course apart from other members.

3) PACT always will advise the Executive Committee of the
Board of its progress in promoting field opportunities for
members and other PVOs, such as cof1nanc1ng umbrella-type or
technical programs. It will also apprise them of any supportive,
technical backstopping or intermediary roles where PACT would
play a continuing role in the field as part of collective or
consortium efforts. Thre Euecutive Committee will be continually
informed on proposals under consideration and programs actually
occurring. PACT will alsco confer with the staff of concerned
members and other PVOs and hold regular consultative meetings to
strengthen collective response to field opportunities.

4) PACT's participation in cofinancing programs with
multiple purposes will depend con the general consensus of the
involved members and the approval of the Executive Committee. It
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may be determined that PACT could take the lead role, be a
partner, subsidiary, or simply recommend other members.

5) In any cofinancing, umbrella or technical program where
PACT is invited to play a management (not the operational)role,
PACT will, upon approval, arrange briefings for its members on
the content of the program and the possible ways to participate
in the grants and services programs. PACT would play such a role
in such cases where; a) interested U.S. agencies request PACT as
a resource or intermediary; b) where due to USAID Mission
requirements opportunities would not exist for U.S. PVOs without
a PACT presence; c¢) when no U.S. PVO has a current interest in
the activity but it has long term potential benefit to the PVO
community; and d4) when it is a pilot/or research effort that can
generate opportunities for members in the field.

6) Throughout the life of the programs PACT will
continually promote new opportunities for members and other PVOs
through the leveraging of new opportunities as results have been
achieved.

7) In any field program scenario where potential conflicts
arise, PACT, upon request, will offer its staff or outside
resources in order to bring about adequate resolution among
conflicting or competing parties, e.g., between and among PVOs,
local organizations and donors and governments.

8) In programs that call for a particular sectoral or
capacity building expertise (e.g. credit management), PACT will
endorse affirmatively the member(s) most suited to the task and
use its influence to help them obtain the program.

Ab
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VOLUNTEERS IN TECHNICAL ASSISTANC D ECE UM,E'

m

August 22, 1991

Mr. Lewis Townsend

Chairperson of PACT Task Force on
Mission/Governance/Structure

Private Agencies Collaborating Together

1901 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washington, D. C. 20006

.Dgar Lew,

On July 29 I attended my first meeting of the PACT Task Force on
Mission/Governance/Structure. The minutes of the May 20 meeting
of the task force were handed out and I was surprised to read the
opening paragraph which stated:

l. In clarifying the task, it was concluded that looking at
Mission, Program (competition), Structure (Governance and
Membership), should proceed on the assumption that a "merg-
er" or formal linkage between Interactlon and PACT should .
occur.

I believe very strongly that the stated assumption is not valid,
is not shared by a preponderance of the membership of either
organization, is not in the best interest of PACT, and its
discussion is irrelevant to the real issue facing PACT, which I
believe is and has always been its governance.

The determined effort by a small group of PACT members to push
the merger demonstrates the contlnulng anomoly of the organiza-
tion's present governing structure in which its members are also
part of its board of directors. Tom McKay recognized this when he
was the head of the PVC Office of AID. In a December 9, 1987
letter to the then PACT Executive Director Tom Byrne, he stated:

C. PACT's Governance: The inherent conflict of interest
represented by PACT member organizations constituting the
majority of its Board of Directors while receiving grant
funds from PACT was cited in the organizational study...

This conflict of interest, inherent in the current composi-
tion of the board of directors, must be resolved before the
proposal can be considered for funding.

The fact that the members constituted a majority of the board and
that they received grants from PACT were only the worst conflicts
of interest. While the situation has changed with regard to

1815 North Lynn Street, Suite 200 «°P.0. Box 12438 «Arlington, Vlrgmra 22209-8438 USA
$ Phone (703) 276-180Q * *Cable VITAINC *°Telex 440192 VITAUI o *Fax (703) 243-1865
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grants and the proportion of member organlzatlons on the board
has been reduced, there remains a serious question of CanllCt of
interest.

A person serving on the board of directors of an organization
assumes a fiduciary relatlonshlp to that organization. He or she
is ethically bound to act in the best interest of that organiza-
tion. Where he or she has other interests that conflict on any
matter, ethics dictate that the person abstain from voting on
that matter. Because of the way PACT is organized, this principle
is constantly and grossly viclated by board members who not only
vote on questions in which they perceive the interests of their
own organizations are in conflict with those of PACT, but they
initiate them.

The question of PACT's governance has been a source of controver-
sy from its inception. Every few years we confront this same
question and the discussion has ocften been heated and even
rancorous. I feel that the issue of PACT's governance should be
dealt with dec151vely and definitively in accordance with the
points made in a letter from Bill Burrus to Lou Mltchell dated
June 7, 1991, which stated:

1. I believe PACT's mission in the future should be the
creation, fostering and strengthening of consortia of
nongovernmental development organizations working in devel-
oping countries. _

2. To accomplish this mission PACT should engage in a
variety of training and technical assistance activities,
provide seed capital, promote cross-fertilization and
exchange visits among consortia members, mobilize resources,
organize international, regional and national fora, etc.

3. PACT should maintain its status as a PVO but should no
longer be a membership organization. To accomplish its
mission PACT need not be a membership organization...

, 4. If PACT is no longer a membership organization, the issue
of whether it should merge with INTERACTION becomes a non-
issue...it should view its possible relationship to INTERAC-
TION much like it does to all the other groups. Thus its
particular market niche (and one which needs to be filled)
is to support the building of consortia, including one in
the US which is called INTERACTION.

5. PACT (and you perscnally) should resist the temptation to
become siunwly another consulting outfit which is contract
driven...

Bill and I have submitted a proposed reorganization plan which
follows this outline to the Task Force for its consideration.

PACT's mission is supported by the organization's continuing
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effort to integrate its members into the task, including U.S. BVO
members, and by subcontract, training, planning assistance, and
communications support services provided to the entire PVQO/NGO
community. PACT's services should be inclusive and available to
PVOs/NGOs, Consortia and NGO Support Organizations who have
something to offer to specific strategies. PACT has changed from
being a resource transfer vehicle to a strategic catalyst;
helping align and strengthen institutions to improve quality,
sustain and expand development results arocund development needs
and themes.

I view it as incongruous that at the very moment when the private
nonprofit sector is exploding in the developing countries that
there are those within PACT who sesk to destrov its ability to
encourage this very positive development. I believe that the AID
emphasis on building democracy in the Third World is best served
by a strong PACT working energetically to strengthen PVOs in the
developing world. I see the private nonprofit sector in these
countries as being of equal importance to the building of demo-
cratic institutions as is private enterprise in a free market
economy. '

PACT is well known to Socuthern PVOs. Its experience and its track
record are respected and it has great credibility. I feel it is
the logical organization to provide leadership in this area.

SIMILAR GOALS, DISSIMILAR PROCESSES

In a meeting between Peter Davies and Lou Mitchell hosted by John
Palmer of Helen Keller, there were several points of agreement
that were listed in a July 12 letter from Palmer to Lew Townsend.
Among them were the following,

InterAction exists to enhance the effectiveness and profes-
sional capacities of its members engaged in international
humanitarian efforts. InterAction exists to foster partner-
ship, collaboration, leadership, and the power of this
community to speak as one voice as we strive to achieve a
world of self-reliance, justice and peace.

InterAction's mission is to provide a trade association for
International US PVOs.

PACT's role, to build and strengthen grass-roots organiza-
tions through regiocnal and indigenous consortia, NFO's and
PVOs.

-Merger (PACT's) with InterAction would defeat the mission
of the agency.

...a merger of the two organizations would not be appropri-
ate in the immediate future...

InterAction is a 501(¢c)(6) trade association that has no restric-

44
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tions on lobbying and is the primary means by which the PVO
community expresses its position on issues facing the Congress
and the US Government.

PACT is a 501(c)(3) organization that is precluded from lobbying.

Clearly, a merger of the two organizations is in the best inter-

est of neither. I can only conclude that the purpose of those who
persist in urging such a merger where there is little support or

reason for it is to ultimately eliminate PACT.

COMPETITION

Much has been mads through the years of PACT's alleged competi-
tion with its members as i1f we are all engaged in the making and
delivery of pizza or some similar product instead of trying to
help the poor of the world improve their wretched condition. The
fact is that PACT has stayed well within its mandated mission
when it has gone after contracts. It is some of the members of
the organization who have seen contract possibilities in PACT's
mandate who are seeking to elbow PACT out of the way in the hope
of getting those contracts for themselves.

It is an article of faith in the free market that competition is
the best assurance of quality. All of us compete with each other.
Indeed, we may be joint contractors on one proposal and adversar-
ies on another. I feel that the concern expressed about competi-
tion is a diversion. I am far more concerned about what I per-
ceive as an effort by some Pact members to use their position
within PACT to eliminate it as an independent organization. With
all the suffering in the world and all that needs to be done it
is pretentious nonsense to think that a handful of PVOs can do it
all. Let's not become institutional cannibals. I am convinced
that well conceived projects will almost always find funding
somewhere. We don't need to destroy a good organization to get
projects.

I urge the members of PACT to deal with the real issues of
structure and governance so the organization can continue its
work. We should resist the temptation to micromanage PACT and we
certainly should either put its interests first or at least
abstain from decisions in which we have a conflict of interest.

Very truly yours,

17// Lot e
cC: Nan Borton

®
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RESOLUTION OF PACT GOVERNANCE ISSUE

As CEOs of two of the charter members of PACT, we believe that the current
institutional crisis faced by the organization is caused by an outmoded and

- conflictive governance structure. Each of us has expressed our views on the state
~of PACT in separate letters which have been distributed to the membership.

It is our belief that current discussion of other issues, namely, a possible
merger with Interaction, competition between PACT and its members, and the
effectiveness of the CEOQ's leadership, is unproductive and 1nappropr1ate at this
time.

Indeed, it is our belief that the mission statement itself, while it may need
clarification, is still wvalid and offers PACT the opportunity to make a unique

" contribution to the development process.

- Therefore, we strongly recommend that the task force approve the follow1ng action

plan for submittal to the Board of Directors and General Assembly in late
September:

1. PACT's mission be restated to reflect a focus on creating, fostering and
strengthening consortia of nongovernmental development organizations working in

_ developing countries.

2. PACT cease being a membership organization.

3. A six month transition perlod be established beginning immediately after the
Board and General Assembly in late September.

4. A 5-6 person transition team be designated to oversee the process comprised

- of current Board members, the CEO and one other staff person.

S. The transition team would accomplish the following general tasks during the
six month period:

- Develop a strategic plan for the next 3-5 year period for the
organization, including a diversified fundraising strategy.

- Review the current by-laws '~ and other legal/governance documents and
prepare-necessary changes.

- Identify and recruit potential new Board members. To ensure a smooth
transition, it is recommended that several of the current individual Board
members remain as Directors.

- Initiate discussions with the PVC office of AID to secure a reasonable
transition period (1-2 years) of funding.

~ 6. At th_ end of the six month period a special Board of Directors and General

meeting would be held to ratify the wor £ sition team.

-

Assemb;

Henr William W. Burrus
Presfdent, VITA Executive Director, ACCION
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FINANCIAL STATUS HEPO RT 70 WHICH REPORT 18 SUBMITTED (DENTIFYING NUMBER OMB Approved
US Agency for Imverpational Development OTR-0158—A —00-8239~00 No. 90-RO180
3, HRECIPIENT ORGANIZATION Naw Coop | 4. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER r RECIPIENT ACCOUNT NUMBER FINAL REPORT 7. BASIS
PACT, Inc. 132702768 |_LYES _[X] NO 1 ] GASH fX] ACCRUALI
1901 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. Suite 501 PROJECTJGRANT PERIOD PERIOD COVERED BY THIS REPORT
Washington, D.C. 20006 FROM (Moath, day, yn' TO (Month, day, yaar) [FROM (Month, day. year) TO (Month, day, yean)
Sept. 1, 1988 August 31,1991 uly 1, 1991 July 31, 1991
10, STATUS OF FUNDS
PROGRAMS/FUN CTIONS/ACTIVITIES (a) Program (b) (c) @) (c) [(3) TOTAL
Management (g)
a.__Netoutiays praviously reported 62,528 0 0 0 0 0 4.859,195
b, Tolal outiays this report pericd 2925 0 0 0 0 0 246478
c.__tess: Program incoma credits 0 0 0 0 0 0 76,3711
d. Nat outiays this report period
{Lins b minus line ¢ 2926 0 0 0 0 0 170,1_9_7_
«. Nstoulays to dale
{Lins & plus iine d) 65,454 0 0 0 0 1] 5,029&2
f.__lesx: Non-Feduersl share of outlsys 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
g. Yotal Fedsral share of oullays
{Lina @ minus lins 1) 65.454 0 0 0 0 0 239_29,302
b, Total unliguidated obligaNons 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
1L Less: Non~Federal shars of unliquidaied
obligations showan on line & 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
). Fedstat shara of unguidated obligations 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
k. Tolsl Fedsral shass of gutlays and
unliguidated obligations 65,454 [1] 0 0 1] 0 5,029,302
I.  Tolsl cumuiative amount ol Federail unds
authorized 0 0 1] 0 0 0 5,175,000
m._Unobligsted balsace of Fadaral funds (65,454 0 0 0 0 0 145598
11. INDIRECT EXPENSE 13. CERTIFICATION SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED CERTIFYING DATE REPORT
a. TYPE OF RATE [X] "ROVISM | ) PRERETERMINED FINAL FIXED 1 certity to the basl of my knowiadge and bake! | OFFICIAL SUBMITTED
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PACT Program Collaboration with PVOs/NGOs

An Tllustrative Field Svynopsis
(Boadt Nae liy 423 /12D

Through the use of project funds, IDG vehicles and joint
missions to investigate opportunities for PVO involvement, PACT
has facilitated partnerships, consortia and development networks
in three developing continents. More recently, PACT established
the Citizens Democracy Corps Clearing House for U.S. institutions
and individuals who are or wish to provide assistance to the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the U.S.S.R.
Further, in its role as intermediary, PACT presently manages the
consortia program of World Vision and Project Concern in
Romania - also involving European and indigenous NGOs. All this
is in addition to the efforts expended within the U.S. through
training workshops and IDGs, and the PVO-FMA and SEEP.

The following synopsis is illustrative of PACT successfully
filling its role as catalyst in the develocpment field.

ASIA

In the Philippines, PACT enabled EIL to form a partnership
with an NGO consortium and farmers' associations. This enabled
EIL to establish itself in the Philippines, and USAID has
subsequently funded an OPG to substantially expand EIL's work.

PACT has provided monies to the consortium of US PVOs called
the Philippines Development Forum to link up with Philippine
agencies in a new coalition called the Green Forum - Philippines.
A small grant given to the Green Forum -~ Philippines enabled it
to carry out consultations on sustainable development with broad
networks of NGOs and church groups. Since then the working group
has drafted a white paper: "Philippine Economic Development by
1995 - Alternative to Crisis" which, in its final form, is likely
to be an important force in the formulation of people-centered
development strategies over the next few years.

In Thailand, PACT has established a Small Enterprise Network
as part of the current PVC Agreement. Over 23 PVOs and Thai NGOs
participate including U.S. groups ADRA, CARE, ATI, CRS, PLAN,
Freedom from Hunger, Friends of Women's World Banking, Hellen
Keller, Pearl 8. Buck, Save (USA), World Vision and a ¥YMCA
affiliate. This network is conducting state-of-the-art training,
materials development, :xXchange of experience, etc. to advance
the work of Thai/U.S. groups in the sector. This enables
agencies to be part of a larger sectoral thrust, to work with
Thai counterparts and increase sustainability.
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In Thailand project funds and IDGs have enabled U.S. PVOs to
engage in partnership efforts and expand their programs and
benefits. CARE received assistance to set up a new partnership
to support NGOs in one region, and that program is now also
supported by Canadian and Australian donors. Save the Children
was enabled to expand its learning in agro-forestry through an
IDG to NGOs and local government in Nakhon Sawan Province, which
places them in a new strategic field mode. World Education was
assisted to strengthen local hill tribe NGOs in a direct
relationship, seeding a longer-term partnership. PATH received
funding to develop a program in environmental health. PACT has
also provided services to Thai member SVITA, to engage them in
major new roles in support of the NGO sector.

With unrestricted funds, PACT sponsored several missions to
Laocs to try open up opportunities for U.S. members. CARE pursued
the possibilities which arose and may become operational there.
Language training options were identified for EIL and other PACT
members, and follow~up is still being explored.

In Bangladesh PACT established the Private Rural Initiatives
Program with USAID in which IVS, CARE, and EIL are partners and
many other US PVOs are involved in building the national PVOQ
capacity to advance development gains. IVS received a major sub-
grant to strengthen technical assistance networks among national
NGOs; CARE to extend its technologies in irrigation to the NGO
community; EIL to develop training opportunities; Aid to Artisans
to market handicrafts of BRAC; Winrock for an agro-forestry
project. ASHOKA, SAVE the Children USA, Nathan Associates, and
World Education are among other U.S. groups that have received
assistance to identify and work with the Bangladeshi NGO
community.

In Indonesia the Partnering, Learning and Linkage (LELI)
Program enables PACT and its local collaborators WALHI (an
Indonesian environmental forum) and Bina Swadaya (a rural
development and training corganization) to build the capacities of
60 agencies to design, implement and manage envircnmentally-sound
community-based projects. PACT has provided IDGs in coordination
with this effort to build U.S. PVO linkages to participating
Indonesian groups. For example Save the Children was funded to
translate and make available the SEEP manual "Step by Step Guide
to Small Enterprise" in bahasa Indonesia.

In India, PACT funded a CARE study of indigenous PVO
activity in 3-5 states to recommend how CARE might coordinate
with the most capable ones in community-based development and
health projects.

PACT has helped IDR, Institute of Development Research, ?o
partner with PRIA, India (Society for Participatory Research 1in
Asia) and other Asian networks to establish a major regiocnal

2
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program, now funded by the Ford Foundation. The project assists
with NGO consortia support and training in policy research,
strategic planning and cother needed skills to influence 1ocal
pollcy, to help build NGO coalitions, and to plan education
campaigns.

In 8ri Lanka, PACT has assisted the World Bank to create a
trust called the Janasaviya National Development Trust fund to
implement a large employment and poverty alleviation project.

The Trust will require the expertise of international PVOs/NGOs
at a later stage of project implementation. This will provide
opportunlty (and advantage) for PACT members and other US PVOs to
participate in dealing with the problems of the poor and under-
privileged through credit, rural works and human resource
development.

LATIN AMERICA

PACT's country programs in Costa Rica and Guatemala prov1ded
substantial grant funding to U.S. PVOs over the past four years.
In Costa Rica, PACT facilitated the funding through ACORDE of -
several U.S. PVO partnerships: ACCION/ADVANCE, Technoserve, Save
the Children, Aid to Artisans, CRS, CARE, Salvation Army, OEF and
PADF. In each of these projects the US counterpart helped
strengthen local NGOs and ensure their sustainability as a result
of their assistance.

AFRICA

The establishment of a Regional Office in Dakar last May
afforded PACT an opportunity to work as closely with members in
the field as it always had with headquarters personnel. Bert
Laurent was titled "Regional Representative”, to underline the
role played by the Regional Office in support of member
organizations' prerogatives and in coordination of PACT/Africa
activities, which are implemented through PVOs and African
Consortia.

The Regional Representative's first activity was the
elaboration of a draft strategy document that would give a focus
to PACT's work in the Region and that would serve as a ratiocnal
basis for the structure of the Regional Office. The month of
May, 1990 was spent researching and writing this draft.
Important contributions to the draft were made by all staff and
consultants that had been involved with PACT's work in Africa.
The writing was done by the Regicnal Representative.

The draft went through a number of revisions, incorporating
informal input from members and African NGOs and consortia.
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During the summer of 1990, the draft Regional Strategy was
sent to all PACT members involved in Africa, and their input,
comments and suggestions were formally solicited.

The strategy document stated a policy regarding the
appropriateness for PACT of responding to requests for proposals.
PACT would bid only on umbrella and consortia strengthening
projects, and even so only when members could be involved as
partners or project beneficiaries. We saw this as 1) being
consistent with our mandate as a consortium; 2) important in
indicating explicitly the conditions under which PACT would make
bids; and 3) appropriate given the evaluation of PACT's PVC
cooperative agreement with USAID, which states:

"It has been the experience in Africa that when cne
(grassroots implementing) PVO has responsibility for an
umbrella project, it interferes with the egalitarian
relationship among PVOs. Relations between the
implementing PVO and the members can become unhealthy
and can lead to problems. Because it (PACT) is neutral
and does not do projects at the community level, it can
work with several organizations at a time without any
ulterior motives."

Responses to the Strategy were received from Freedom from
Hunger, New Transcentury Foundation, Oppertunities
Industrialization Centers International, Volunteers in Technical
Assistance and Overseas Education Fund, as well as World
Resources Institute. This input: 1) reinforced and guided the
mandate and structure of the Regional Office and 2) informed the
third draft of the strategy (Appendix A, this tab), which would
evolve into a member-responsive proposal to USAID's Africa
Bureau.

PACT responded to members' interest in Namibia by financing
trips to that country by John Rigby (NTF), Steve Hirsch (VITA)
and David Smith (PACT consultant.) Mr. Smith's report was
disseminated among the membership. PACT also financed
OXFAM/USA's summer conference in Amherst on private sector
development work in Namibia, which David Smith attended as
resource person. After the OXFAM conference, PACT invited all
members active in Africa to a roundtable at VITA headquarters.
The objectives of this roundtable were to: 1) bring the results
of the Amherst conference to interested members; 2) determine how
PACT could continue to support its members with respect to their
interests in Namibia.

PACT's intention to set up a Namibia Partnership Office, and
the objectives of that office, are a result of the roundtable.
This was incorporated into the last (third) draft of the strategy
paper and is consequently part of the proposal to the Africa
Bureau.
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Senegal: As early as April 1990, Lou Mitchell invited all
interested members to a meeting (at OEF Headquarters) to share
and discuss the PVO support project which was being designed by
USAID/Senegal. The objective of this meeting was to determine
which members might be interested in the project and how PACT
could be of assistance in cocalescing a group for a joint
proposal. At that time, most member organizations opted to wait
until an RFA was issued by USAID/Senegal.

When the RFA was imminent, PACT's Regional Representative
talked with all of the member organizations who had attended to
follow up on the April meeting. These included NTF, 0IC, World
BEducation (WEI), OEF, and VITA, as well as Near East Foundation
(a2 non-member with close ties to PACT.) OQIC and OEF decided not
to join a bidding group. NTF decided to bid without the members,
as did WEI. VITA chose to enter into a bidding partnership with
PACT, which was supported by NEF.

Madagascar: When the SAVEM project was only a gleam in the
eye of USAID/Madagascar, the Regional Representative contacted
CARE's acting Africa Director to begin a process of determining
interest in this umbrella project among appropriate members. He
followed this up with discussions with VITA, IVS, NTF, )
TechnoServe, 0IC, WEI, WRI and Conservation International. EIL
was approached by Lou Mitchell. Every organization, except 0IC
and EIL, indicated strong interest in participating and/or
supporting a bid led by PACT.

Other contacts: PACT has begun to make contact with PVO
consortia outside the United States. ACORD and the Duke of
Edinborough International Association (both London-based) are
interested in establishing administrative and working
relationships with USAID-registered PVOs in Africa, especially
those working in employment creation and youth development. PACT
has supplied both with information on its members and hopes to
transform these initial expressions of interest into new
partnerships for members.

In the Food 0ils Network, PACT has worked very closely with
VITA which has been the main technical advisor for the project.
Through IDGs, Technoserve's West Africa Representative, based in
Nigeria, is providing assistance to two Ghanaian organizations
documenting experience in food oils programs.

PACT has provided EIL with an IDG grant to replicate its
AIDS counselling training from Uganda to Senegal. In Senegal,
EIL will help the NGO, ENDA, develop its counselling techniques.
Similarly, through an IDG PACT has helped World Education extend
its successful Tototo small industries program to women in
Swaziland and to develop the Zanzeli Women's Trust, a local NGO,
as part of the effort. VITA developed a new partnership with a
NGO trust fund in Tanzania, also through an IDG.

5
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U.8. BASED SERVICES

In the last year PACT moved successfully into the media and
communications sphere. The Media Services catalogue is the
vehicle for distribution of the work of 36 PVOs. PACT thus
creates an outlet for development agencies like CARE and World
Education, who formerly had no outlets beyond their own
organizations, as well as providing agencies like OEF and ACCION,
who already have strong publication programs, another outlet. 1In
the long term PACT envisions an expanding network of
development/media tools and publications, and an extension of
this network to the field. A third mailing of the catalogue is
expected to be completed by May 1991.
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Institutional Developaent Grants
Agency Anount
(ARE 183
FsP 10000
Food for the Hungry 350
Hortd Meighbars k111
Technoserve §351
OFf 11300
vin . 1999
World Education (111
World Education §350
Food for the Hungry 5668
World Education 9804
OF, 1VS, Freedom from Hunger 20061
Technoserve 10000
THCA-of the USK 400
Accion Tat'l 6000
World £ducation $000
Save the Children 10000
Aserican Refugee Comaittes 1]
Acclon Int'l 10000
World Vislon 10000
OFF §000
Opportunity Int'l 1500
PADF 5000
Mreican Food and Paace Foundation 1]
Hermandad 4000
Mserican Jewish Horld Service
Katalysis 7695
Katalysis 9950
Catholic Relief Services k(1]
Experiment in International Living 280
Mrican food and Peace Foundation 16000
VITA 816
World Rehabilitation Fund $000
FsP 10000
Equity for Mrica 5000
Katalysis 00
Pan Merican Development Foundation 6550
Andean Rural Health Care 9300
Ald to Artisans 8000
AT International T000
Technoserve (11}
Accion International 1000
Hermandad §925
Katalysis 9975
nstitute for Developaent Research 9610
Save the Children 5000
Wor}d Education 8900
Horld Education 1500
FINCA N
OXEAN Anerica 10000
Save the thildren 10000

Page 1
6raat financial Narrative Aecomp-  PMT
returned  Heport  Report  Category Region Description lishat  Strategy
yes yes yes thai SKE dsla #daptation and production of SAE developmeat training materfals. 3 £
yes yos yes Assist Partners Msia Consortiua Development -~ InternationalfSP. ] f
yes yos y.s 16K -Scholar. U.S, Attandance at PACT Wkshp - Participation- The Critical Facter in ProgramDevelopment & £
yes yes yes 145 % -Scholar. 1.5, Attandance at PACY Wkshp - Participation- The Critical Factor In ProgranDevelopment ] 4
yos yes yes Southern afr.  Africe Planning collaborative activities withthe Presidential Natiosal Trust forSelf-Reliance in Vanzania £ 3
yes yes yos Assist Partners U.5. Assist In the organization of a studyand vorkshop preparation on follow-up telST1 3 3
yos yes yes Southern Afr.  Africa Feasibility Study - Collaboration withSouth African Organizations F &
yes yes yts Southern Afr.  Africa Assessment of possibilities of vomen'sincome generating activitiss - Nalavi ] §
s int. int. Southern Afr.  Mirica Setting up an fndependent women's NGOin Swaziland - Yhe Zenzele Assos. forProductivity ] ]
yes yes 15 TN LA Tralning Conference for midle aanagersvorking in Latin Aserica hedd in theDominican Republic § f
[1H o o sk .. facititator's Guide for ParticipstoryBevelopent - -
yes no yes hali Mrica Study to document the experience of thethree organizations in the Mali Initiative f §
yos 0 yes Guatemala LA Support and disseminate vural enterprisemethodologies and experiences to NEDs inGuatesals f f
&5 yes yes T § N-Scholar. V.S, Attendance at PACT Hkshp on Institutional developaent * § 6
yes ne no Expand Benefits L.A, Daveloping and dissealnating a publication on the challeages of scaling up sicroenterprise credit prograss
e e yes Assist Partoers Asia Keads Assessment for developing a project to promote NG) involvement fn minimizig haraful pesticides in Indonesia 3 3
yes s yes Thai SKE hsia Feasibility study to serve as a modelfor secial forestry projects ia Thailand 3 £
yes no yes TEH Mr § Aska Profect for improving ARC's overseas prograas for refugees through sustainableevaluation systess t 3
yes ne yes Expand Banefits L.A. Fiedd testing self-trainlng modules forSolldarity micro enterprise programs inofoabia 3 €

Expand Beneflits Case study to document the process ofthe Louga Child Survival Project

yos yes yos fxpand Renefits Worldvide Sponsorship of the Intercegional Womentav and Development meeting held in Washinton, D.C in June 1989 § f
yes yes* yest Expand Benefits L.A G Asla Research fnto Opportunity's role in stages of partner agancy developaeat
yes [ yos Assist Partaers L.A, Contribution tovard the cost of the Resource Exchange Forus carried out ln pataership vith FUNDESAN in Colombia
o5 F13 yes T 5 K -Scholar .5, Participation in PACT-sponsored workshopAccelerating Institutional Development 6 ]
yes yes s Assist Partoers L.A, First phase of a project for Heraandad to upgrade its financial systems In the U. and Oominican Republic & §
fecb
yes Assist Partners L.A. Bocumentation of the process of the spin-off of Caridbean Advisory snd Professioal Services (CAPS) from IVS ]
yes a0 yus Assist Partaers L.A. Documsntation of partnership buliding -Katalysis and its affiifates BEST, CAPSE OOEF. §
yes [ yes Food Olls Africa Preparation of a case study on the Gasbian Sesame Promotion Program
yes [1 yes TN u.s. Assist In the organization of the PACT-sponsored workshop in Planning Evaluation held In Juns 1969 ] 6
yes ne o Assist Partners Africa Prepare @ sourcebook documenting the philosophy, vision and methodology of AFPFin partnership with URDY §
yes [ no Expand Benefits Africa Prepare and disseninate quidelines forthe production of fusk-efficient stoves del
yes yes yes Assist Partaers .M. Feasibility study for the establishaentof Community Based Rehabilitation Services in the Dominican Republic ] f
o5 ys yus Asslst Partners Asia Phase two of forming an international consortium of FSP metropolitan and Pacificpartaers & f
yes yes yes Southern Mr.  Africa Evaluation of enterprise development projects in Zambia, Ziababue and Ghana andproject planning in Tamania 4 ?
yes w o T § N-Scholar. U.S. Participation {n PACT-sponsared workshopon *Planaing Evaluation® held July 24-26, 1989 § §
yes yes* yos Expand Benefits L.A. Feasibility and design of a‘project tolntensify and extend collaboration between PADF and APRODIB in NN
yis yés yes Assist Partaers t.A. Tnternal evaluation and long term strategic planning § §
yes yes yes Assist Partners Asta Technical Assistance to ocal artisanorganizations In Repal. 6 ]
yes yes jes Food Olls Arica Case study of a pala oil processing project in Cameroon §
yes L1 n Food Oils felca Continuation of sunflover oil promotionproject in Rwanda
yes yes yos Assist Partaers LA, Quito conference, *Public and Private Sector Iavolvement in the Informal Sectorin Latin America §
yes yes yes Assist Partners LA, Phase II of an initlative to increasedersandad’s institutional capacity. 6 6
s ? ? Collaboration  L.A. Survay of self-sustalnlng capabidity oflocal NG0s In Honduras, Sedize and theEastarn Caribbean
yes ? yos Assist Partaers Asla In collaboration vith PRIA, preparationof 3 KGO Leadership Development ResourceBook 6 ]
yes Assist Partners Africa Docusentation on the partaership betueenSAVE and its Tunisian counterpart, FIOC ? 14
yes ? t Thai SKE sha Strengthening the projects and programsof the Rill Tribe Comsunity DevalopmentFoundation in Thailand 6
yes yes 1 Southern Afr.  Afrfca production of a vides to fllustrate thepartaership aad training techniques usedin the Kenya-Suazi vomen's lraining prog ] §
yes 1 ? Expand Benefits L.A. Reurite the FINCA Village Banking Progras Wanual and create an aduinistrative Nanual. & 6
s ? ? Southern AMfr.  Africa Institution building uith the African Participatory Research Mstwork in Tanzania 6
yes (] 1] Assist Partners Asa Daveloping the capability for process documentation of the Guimaras progras in the Philippines §
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brant Financia! Marrative Accomp-  PACT
Grant  Agency Amount  returaed  Report  Report  Category Reglon Description } lishat  Strategy
052 Technoserve % yes 1 ? food #ils AMrica Technical Assistance to Partners Ia Bevelopaent in Ghana to prepare a case studyin pala oll production &
053 OXFAN Aserics 6950  yes ? yos Seuthern Afr,  Africa Contribution tovard the cost of the Namibia Strategy Session relevant to prospects for development in Namibia 1 6
054 Lutheran World Relief 820 yes ? yis food 0ils Africa Preparation of a case study en the village Sunflover Project in Tanzania ]
08% The Resource Foundation 8000  yes yes s TEN Caribbean  Carrying out & planning and financial strategy vorkshop for Caribbean partners. § §
056 Technoserve 5000 yos ? ? Southern fr.  Africa A contribution tovard the cost of continued program developmnt vork vith the Presidential Trust fund in Yenzania [
051 Catholic Redief Services 200 yes ? 1 Food 0Oils AMrica Acquisition of a Bialenberg ofl press tobe used by both CRS/The Gaabia and RADIin Senegal ]
056, Center for It} Developaent § Enviren. 6000  yos no no Asstst Partnars Africa Documenting two cases in The Gasbia of African Consunity Experiences In Sustainable Devalopment §
059 New TransCeatury Foundation 1960 yos 1] yes Assist Partners C & € Eur. Collaboration and assistance to Rural Solidarity to plaa for meeting the needs of fts program in Western Poland 3 1
060 Heifer Project International 5000  yes ? ? Southern Mr.  Africa Networking asong vomen working In Livestock development. Contributien tovard thecost of a conference held in May 19%0. = & f
061 InterAction - deobligated
062 Save the Children for Interdction S109  no no [ Assiet Partaers V.5, Oevelopaent of a self-assessment questionnaire to help U.S. PV0s monitor progress In developing nev foras of partaershps 6
063 Grain-Pro 8910 yes no o Southern AMr.  Africa Partaership vith ORAP in Ziababue to reduce post-harvest losses through laprovedgraia storage methods at village level. &
064 NGONESA 3000 no o n Southera Afr.  Africa Planning meeting to initiate a processto snable Southern African NGOs to become more effective and sedf-rellant. &
065 tocal Oevelopment Foundation - Thailand 5800  yes [ yes Thal SKE dsla Participation of Anek Nakabutara at an acourse at EIL/SIT in NS0 managesent andfinancial systeas. § §
066 Accion International 10000 yes ? ? Collaboration 1.0, Seed funding touard the creation of a new mico-business assoclation in Ecuador. 1
67 CARE 364 yes ? ? 164 L Prepare a Spanish language facilitator®squide for o ten day uorkshop In small enterprise development In Costa Rica. §
(11} Helen Kelder International 900 no - (] yes TEN Worlduide  Reprinting of 2000 copies of *Comaunity-based Rehabilitation of the Rural Blind:A Yraining Guide for Field Workers. ] §
068 Institute for Development Research LT I T [ 0 bssist Partners Asia Technical assistance lacluding vorkshopsin policy reasearch geared to influencing legislation and building cealitions.
[2]] The Resource Foundation M0 yes yes yas TEN LA In collaboration with PACT, carrying outa strategic planning vorkshop in Costa Rica for 30 Central Amsrican PVO staff. 6 §
[} National Cooperative Business Assoc. 868 yes ? ? Expand enefits Africe Oocumentation of the experfence of the Niger Cooperative Development Project inexpanding bensfits. &
1K FAVDO 10000 yes yos yes Sahel Africa Contribution tovard the cost of Stategicleadership Forus for the FAVDO Board. §
[1X] PHILOHRRA 993 yes no o Philipplnes Asla Institotion bullding program for memberNG0s. € §
m OEF International 10000 yes n " Kedla Swrvices  Mfrica Field survey in Africa to expand and improve OEF's publications service. 6
(14 Project Concern and FSP 16450 yes [ 11} Collaboration  U.S. Assistance to FSP and PCI to form a strategic alllance of their headquarters administrations. § 6
0 Kational Wildlife Federation a% g "o m Philippines Asia Feasibility study to assess the potential for the institutionalization of thePhilippines Developaent Forum. 6 §
o Green Forum Philipploes 10000  yes % yes Philippines hsla Consultations among Philippine NGO netuorks to develop a framevork for an altsrnative Philippias developseat plan, 3 3
(1]} FODEPA 847 yes yes yos* Central America L.A. Contributfon touard the cost of a statsgic planning vorkshop for XE0s in Panama. § 6
[1]] Congress for a Peoples Agrarian Reform 10000  yes o a Philipplnes hsfa Support tovard the decentralization ofCPAR's secretarist vork. &
080 freedon From Hunger Foundation 10000 yes yes s Thal SKE Asla Support to design an educational component te be coabined vith FFH's small-scalecredit program in Thailand §
12} Technoserve 618 yes yos yes Assist Partners € § E Eur. Pre-feasibility study to assass the potential for Tachnoserve's assistance tosmall farmers in Southeastern Poland. § ]
082 FONGTO 1200 yes 1 ? Sahel Mrlca Support tovard a strategy planning session of the FONGTO Executive Conalttes. §
083 PATH 10000 yos " a0 Thal Skt Asia Environmental health assessment of the impact of rural pasticide use and urbanpolution in Thafland §
o] 1] 10s¢ i 1020 yes [ M Thal SNE Asla Publication of tuo books: “DevelopmentMetuorking: A Beginner's Guide® and *N&CGovernment Relations: A Source of Life.. §
™M 085 VITA 252 yes ? ? Southern AMfr.  Africa Exploring the potential for assisting development efforts of NG0s in Nasibia. § §
(3 086 Iv§ 6010 yes o yes Southern Mr.  Africa Exploration of the possibility of sending IVS voluateers to South Africs to assist with Instituional stengthening of N60 ] §
™ 087 Save the Children 1000 yes n n Thai SHE asia Inplemeatation of a Comunity ForestryEvaluation Systen in Thalland. 3
< 098 Christian Childrea's Fund 10008 yes H ? Expand Benefits L.A. Documentation of the experience of theSao Dowingos Community project in BeloHorizonte, Brazil,
,3: 089 Andean Rural Health Care 89 yes yos yas T & M-Scholar. LS. Attendace at the PACT-sponsored workshepon Indirect Costs. 6 6
[ 080 Katalysis 00 yes [ e T § M-Scholar 0.5, Participation in PACT-sponsored vorkshopon: Evaluation: asasuring InstitutionalDevelopaent held ot ISU in July 1990 ] ]
g 17} Technoserve s yes 10 o Food 0ils Mrica Assistance to Technology Consultancy Centre in Ghana ia the design and preparation of & case study on pala oil il tech 6
~ 092 O£F International 8350 yes yes yes 181 u.s. Phase I of a profect to develop a training handbooks *Building Development Institutions: Strategies from the North®. §
m 093 The Resource Foundatien 8900 yes yes yes T LA Carrying out of & Stategic Planning andFinancial Sustainability Workshop inolombia in August 1990 6 &
o [11] {RE 10000 yes ne ne Thai SNE Asta Expanslon of CARE's vork vith IPVOs inthe Morthern and Southern regions of Thailand. 6
90 95 Horld Education 208 yes yes o Southera Afr.  Africa Participation by a World Education specialist in the evaluation of the Suarilandleadership and business training program 6 f
~ 0% AMliance for Conaunities In Action 5000 yes 0w 00 Partners Prog. LA, Consultation on strategic planning andorganizational developaent as well as progras development in Micaragua & Bolivia
[} Horld Education 10000 yes a0 yes TR Africa Support to plan and ispiement two PACT-sponsored vorkshops in Kenya on particapative manageseat and facilitation skills. & 6
09 Andean Rural Health Care 20 yes yes yes Partaers Prog. U.S. Attendance ot the PVO Financlal Nanagerssponsored vorkshop on the Single Audit held 12 July 1930. 6 6
099 Save the Children 9042 yes no ne Indonesis Parts Asia Translation into bahasa Indonesta and publication of the SEEP Nanual: Monitoriagand Evaluating Small Business Projects®. §
100 Decade Service/Sri lLanka 63 yes int jes Other Asia Preparation for and implementation of a3-day semidar on sectoral Issues to viden the role of the Decade Service. §
10 Gatevay Pacific Foundation 10008 [ 1] Other sia Assistance touard designing a program toexpand the educational activities of several Asian ¥60s - *Earth Train®.
102 Accion Comunitaria del Peru " o o ndean Strat. LA, Support towad phase I of building a nation-vide micro-enterprise program in faru §
103 Developasat 6AP 10000 yes yes yes Sahel AMrica Feasibility study to strengthen the ability of NG0s to analyze and and intluencesectoral adjustment prograss. 1 &

z o%ed ¢p xrpusddy
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Agency aount
1R 981
Bina Desa/THDHRRA §500
Aceh NGO Regional forum 3500
Hear East Foundation §3n0
Cordillera Eovironmental Conceras Con. 5000
Convergence for Comsunity Centered Dev. 4307
ESOEC 54
1PN 1256
LPIES 25
Canara Ecuatoriana Organizaciones Priv. 6500
ASTNDES T 0000
ThalDuRRA 11000
LEPPSEX 50
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Page 3
Grant Financial Narrative dccomp-  PACT
returaed  Report  Meport  Lategory hegion Dascription lishat  Strategy
ys That SKE tsla - Phase I of the Rural Products Suitchboard pllot project &
o5 yis Indonesia Parts Asia Sponsorship of the BANUS meeting, a forum for consultation among Indonesian NGCs
ys yes Indonesia Parts Asa Sponsorship of Private Voluntary Organizations (LSK) Adaiaistrative and ProgramManageatat Yralning in hceb Province. §
yes yes yt= Southern Afr.  Africa Study to assess the possibility of formation of the Zenzele Worsen's Groups inSuaziland inte a national erganization. § §
[ no int Philippines Asha Asslstance tovard a project of trainingand Inforsation campaign oa scologicalissues in the Cordillera. §
yes n» n Philippines Asha Start-up costs for area-based development prograns in the provinces of Nusvafcifa, Covite and Tloilo.
yes 1 1] Philippines bsia Cosauity Consultation/Morkshops on theComprehensive Agrarian feform Lav andhncestral Land Clafss.
yes o [ Indonesia Parts Ash Participation of 1P3M training coordinater In the TIRR Nidle Nanagers trainingcourse in the Philippines.
yis a0 [} Indonesia Parts Asia Besign and planalng of vorkshop execisesrelared to a conference on Isiam andDenocracy.
yes no Int. fndean Strat.  L.A. Srqanization of a strategic plannlag seainar; survey of Nids financia) needs; praparation of a directory of NGls &
o 0 a0 Central Americs L. Planning and carrying out of a regionalmesting of LONCADE 6
L ne That SKE kh SKE Network Neasurement trafning in northers Thallind §
[ " 1] Indonesla Parts sta Participation at a training of tralnersuorkshop sponsersd by ¥IS/Indonesia ]
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IDG Grantees

U.S.-based PVOs (FY '89=-91)

Accion Int'l
Africa Food and Peace Foundation
Aid to Artisans
Alliance for Communities in Action
American Refugee Committee
Andean Rural Health -
AT International
CARE
Catholic Relief Serv1ces
Center for Int'l Development

and Environment
Christian Children's Fund
Development GAP
Equity for Africa ‘
Experiment in International Living
FINCA
Food for the Hungry
Freedom From Hunger Foundation
Foundation for the Peoples of the

South Pacific
Gateway Pacific Foundation
GrainPro
Heifer Project Int'l
Helen Keller Int 1
Hermandad
Institute for Development Research
International Voluntary Services
Katalysis
Lutheran World Relief '
National Cooperative Business Assoc.
National Wildlife Federation

. New TransCentury Foundation

Near East Foundation

QEF Int'l

Opportunlty Int'l

OXFAM America ) .
Pan American Development Foundation
PATH

Project Concern Int'l

Resource Foundation .

Save the Children

Technoserve

VITA

World Education

World Neighbors

World Rehabilitation Fund
World Vision

YMCA of the USA

TOTAL FUNDS. $672,237

Appendix J, page 4

NGOs (FY '89-91)

Accion Comunitaria
del Peru
Aceh NGO Regional
Forum/Indonesia
ASINDES/Guatemala
Bina Desa/Indonesia
Camara Ecuatoriana de
Org. Privadas
Convergence/Phil.
Cordillera/Phil.
CRAR/Phil.
Decade Serv./Sri L.
ESDEC/Phil.
FAVDO/Senegal
FODEPA/Panama
FONGTO/Togo
Green Forum/Phil.
LP3ES/Indonesia
LP3M/Indonesia
NGOMESA/Zimbabwe
PHILDHRRA/Phil.
TDSC/Thailand
TRRM/Thailand

-~
~

TOTAL FUNDS $119,424

/
45
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IDG Grantees

U.S.-based PVOs (FY '89)

Accion Int'l
Africa Food and Peace Foundation
American Refugee Committee

- CARE

Catholic Relief Services

Equity for Africa

Experiment in International Living

Food for the Hungry

Foundation for the Peoples of the
South Pacific

Hermandad

Katalysis

OEF Int'l

Opportunity Int'l

Pan American Development Foundation

Save the Children

Technoserve

VITA

World Education

World Neighbors

World Rehabilitation Fund

World Vision '

YMCA of the USA

TOTAL FUNDS $237,393

Appendix J, page 5

Fy'g9

oo,



Appendix J, page 6

IDG Grantees

U.S-based PVOs (FY '90) NGOs (FY '90

Accion Int'l CPAR/Phil.

Aid to Artisans FAVDO/Senegal

Andean Rural Health » FODEPA /Panama

AT International . FONGTO/Togo

CARE : . Green Forum/Phil.

Catholic Relief Services NGOMESA/Zimbabwe

Center for International Development PHILDHRRA/Phil.
and Environment TDSC/Thailand

Christian Children's Fund

Experiment in International Living

FINCA '

Foundation for the Peoples of the
South Pacific

Freedom From Hunger Foundation

GrainPro

Heifer Project Int'l

Helen Keller Int'l

Hermandad

Institute for Development Research

International Voluntary Services

Katalysis

Lutheran World Relief

National Cooperative Business Assoc.

National Wildlife Federation

New TransCentury Foundation

OEF Int'l

OXFAM America

Pan American Development Foundation

PATH .o .

Project Concern

Resource Foundation

Save the Children

Technoserve

VITA

World Education

TOTAL FUNDS $351,074 TOTAL FUNDS $53,803
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IDG Grantees

US-based PVOs (FY '91) NGOs_ (FY '91

Alliance for Communities in Action Accion Comunitaria del

Andean Rural Health Care Peru

CARE : Aceh NGO Regional Forum/

Development GAP ' Indonesia

Gateway Pacific Foundation ASINDES/Guatemala

Near East Foundation Bina Desa/Indonesia

OEF Int'l Camara Ecuatoriana de

Resource Foundation ' Org. Privadas

Save the Children Convergence/Philippines

World Education Cordillera/Philippines

: , : Decade Service/Sri L.

ESDEC/Philippines
LP3ES/Indonesia
LP3M/Indonesia
TRRM/Thailand

TOTAL FUNDS $83,770 TOTAL FUNDS $65,621
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IDG Grantees
(% Grant Funds)

PACT Members 49%

Accion Comunitaria del Peru
Accion International
CARE '
Experiment in Int'l Living
Freedom From Hunger Foundation
Foundation for the Peoples
of the South Pacific
Helen Keller Int'l
International Voluntary Services
New TransCentury Foundation
OEF International
Pan American Development
Foundation
Project Concern Int'l
Save the Children
Technoserve
VITA
World Education

Non-Member NGOs 15%

Aceh NGO Regional
Forum/Indonesia
ASINDES/Guatemala
Bina Desa/Indonesia
Camara Ecuatoriana de
Org. Privadas
Convergence/Phil.
Cordillera/Phil.
CPAR/Phil.
Decade Serv./Sri L.
ESDEC/Phil.
FAVDO/Senegal
FODEPA/Panama
FONGTO/Togo
Green Forum/Phil.
LP3ES/Indonesia
LP3M/Indonesia
NGOMESA/Zimbabwe
PHILDHRRA/Phil.
TDSC/Thailand
TRRM/Thailand

Non-Member U.S. PVOs 36%

Africa Food and Peace
Foundation -

Aid to Artisans

Alliance for Communities
in Action

American Refugee Committee

Andean Rural Health

AT International

Catholic Relief Services

Center for Int'l Development
and Environment )

Christian Children's Fund

Development GAP

Equity for Africa

FINCA

Food for the Hungry

Gateway Pacific Foundation

GrainPro

Heifer Project Int'l

Hermandad

Institute for Development
Research

. Katalysis

Lutheran World Relief

National Cooperative
Business aAssociation

National Wildlife Fed.

Near East Foundation

Opportunity International

OXFAM America

PATH

Resource Foundation

World Neighbors

World Rehabilitation Fund

World Vision

YMCA of the USA

oy



IDG Grantees

Appendix J, page 9

(Top Ten Recipients Largest Dollar Amounts)

~.OEF International

World Education
Technoserve
Save the Children

Accion International

- The Resource Foundation

Katalysis

Foundation for the Peoples of the
South Pacific

CARE

VITA

$57,711
ssi,277-
$49,472
$46,951
$33,800
$30,900

$27,820

$27,725
$27,479

$25,467



Council

Dr. Norman Borlaug

The Rev. Theodore M.
Hesburgh

The Honorable Robert S.
McNamara

. Board of Directors

Dr. Alberta B. Arthurs
Di Arts & H iti
Rockefeller Foundation

Edward P. Bullard

President

Technoserve, Inc.

John B. Caron

President

Caron Internacional

Neal Gilliatt

Former Chairman. Executive
Committee

The Incerpublic Group of
Companies

Ulric Haynes, Jr.

Former Ambassador o Algeria

Harold Howe, Jr.

President

Howe Furniture Corporation

Elizabeth Topham Kennan
President

Mount Holyoke College
John Kiermaier

President A

The Foreign Policy Association
Willard C. Mackey, Jr.
Former Chairman
McCann-Erickson Worldwide
Mary Marquardt

National Advisory Council
UNICEF

. William E. Mayer

Chairman & CEQ
CS First Boston Merchant Bank

States Mead
Former Vice President
Chase Manhastan Bank

Nathan R. Owen
Chairman. Executive Commirtee
General Signal Corporation

Robert L. Payton
Directar. Center on Philanthropy
Professor of
Philanthropic Studies
Indiana Univeisity

Ralph A, Pfeiffer;jr.

Former Chairman
IBM World Trade Corporation

Alan Pifer

Chairman

Sauthport Institute for Policy
Analysis

Jerry A. Riessen

President

O.L.S. Energy

Clifford P. Robertson Il

Dircctor. Actar, Writer

TechaoServe Ambassador

Margaret C. Snyder

Former Director

U.N. Development Fund for
Women

Dr. Alfred C. Stepan

Dean

School of International and Public
Aftairs

Columbia University

Paul E. Tierney, Jr.

Gollust. Tierney and Oliver
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TechnoServe

A working solution to world hunger.

October 25, 1990

Ms. Rita Gibbons

PACT, INC.

777 United Nations Plaza
New York, NY 10017

Re: Institutional Development Grant #81
Dear Rita:

I am pleased to enclose a copy of our pre-feasibility
study of Southeastern Poland, specifically the
District of Tarnobrzeg. This study recommended that
TechnoServe send a multidisciplinary team to Poland as
a follow up. It recommended that the team look more
in depth at three areas: 1) assistance in the
establishment of rural-based credit institutions whose
sole objective is to be responsive to farmer credit

needs; 2) help in designing enterprises which ensure
prompt and reliable processing, preservation,
packaging, and marketing of commodities which can

readily be produced in excess of subsistence and local
market needs; and 3) liaison work between farmers and
the existing agricultural extension and research
institutions to ensure that growers will be able to
meet the increasing demand for food by processors once
wviable marketing opportunities are identified.

We are happy to report that we were able to obtain
funding for the follow-up team and that the team made
its trip to Poland in late September. The teanm's
report will be ready by early December. We will be
happy to share this report when it is completed.

I was a member of the multidisciplinary team and I
found that what Poland is going through in its
transition from a centrally controlled mrarketing
system to a free market system is at once both
exciting and very complicated. We have made some
recommendations to Senator Romaszewski which you will
see in our completed report.

49 Day Street * Norwalk, Connecticut 06854 ¢ USA

Tel (203) 852-0377 * (800) 99-WORKS ¢ Fax (203) 838-6717 * Telex-965-981

TechnoServe is a non-profit organization founded in 1968.
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Page Two October 25, 1990

The enclosed pre-~feasibility and financial report complete phase
cne of this project. The second phase is funded from other sources
but we consider these funds as a match to PACT's contribution.

Many thanks for your support.

Sincerely,

ard A. Redder
Vice President
Development and Administration

/Kt

‘enclosures
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World' Education

7 Septembe§:1990
e

: . o <, .
Jacob E. Pfohl ' ‘ '\\\<:i§3w?;ff

Private Agencies Collaborating Together

- 777 United Nations Plaza

New York NY 10017
Dear Jake,

" Enclosed please find our report on PACT Grant #16, an Institutional
Development Grant awvarded to World Education last year for project development
and needs assessment work in Indonesia.

As you probably know, the seed money in this IDG has resulted in project
funding for us from the Co-Financing II account in the USAID mission in
Jakarta. Obviously, this is good news indeed, and we are grateful to you for
PACT support which has helped to make this possible.

As mentioned in the report, World Education’s representative, Paul
Musante, will arrive incountry at the end of this month to formally get things
undervay. Needless to say, we are looking forward to working in Indonesia
again, and expect to eross paths often with the Learning and Linkage Project
and Vic Botini.

Vith our regards,
DMAJ\-'

Davis Baltz, M.S.
Research Associate

210 Lincoln Street * Boston, Massachusetts O2111 US.A ¢ (617) 482-9485 « Telex 200178 JS! UR < Fax (617) 482-0617
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NEW TRANSCENTURY FOUNDATION

1724 Kalorama Road, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009-2624

JOHN T. RIGBY
PRESIDENT

March 17, 1990 . -

To:
From:

Re:

Rita Gibbon
John Rigby

Institutional Development Grant No. 59
New TransCentury/Rural Solidarity (Poland)

REPORT

This is a narrative report on the IDG~-funded collaboration between
New TransCentury Foundation and Rural Solidarity, as described in
my Memorandum to you January 24 and approved with your IDG letter
agreement of February 1, 1990.

1. The visit to the U.S. took place February 25 - March 10.

2. The visitors were:

Ireneusz Adamski, Executive Director, Economic Council ("Izba"),

Rural Solidarity (Western Poland)

Bohdan Gruchman, Vice-Rector, Academy of Economics, Poznan

(Advisory to Rural Solidarity (Western Poland))

3. February 26-28 Washington, D.C. ~ ‘ s

March } - 2 Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

March 3 - 7 - Arkansas (Little Rock, Morrilton, Arkadelphia)

March 8 - 10 Washington, D.C.

4. Principal contacts:

(a) In Washington, D.C.:

Fd

Georgetown University

World Council of Credit Unions

VOCA

Agency for International Development
World Bank

Community Enterprise Corporation
PACT

International Executive Service Corps
Greenpeace

Individual consultants, technicians
New TransCentury Foundation

0000000 0QO0OODO

* TELEPHONE: 202 328-4400 TELEX: 6491168 TRANSCEN FAX: 202 328-3428 %4/
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(b) In Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Officials and institutional clients of the
Southwest Pennsyivania Economic Development
District (a regional economic development/support
institution)

(¢) 1In Arkansas:

0 Heifer Project International

0 Winrock International ‘

SouthBank Corporation (development Bank subsidiary
of SouthShore Bank, Chicago)

o Elk Horn Bank, Arkadelphia

o Good Faith Fund, Pine Bluffs (replication in rural
Arkansas of Grameen Bank, Bangladesh)

Winthrop Rockefeller Foundation

Q

o

5. The principal objective of the trip was to assist the Rural Solidarity-
related NGO in Western Poland to develop an overview plan/strategy for

its work with private farmers during this transition period in Poland, We
believe that this objective was fully achieved, although the formal documentation
embodying the conclusions reached will not be available until later this

month. (Rural Solidarity (Western Poland) is having a plenary meeting in

Poznan March 17-18 to review the activities, information, and conclusions

of the U.S. visit.)

The trip was also intended to forge a number of 1inkages between
Rural Solidarity (Western Poland) and U.S. institutions with capacities
and resources potentially relevant to the Rural Solidarity effort. Perhaps
the best way to illustrate the accomplishments of the visit in this regard
would be through the following two enclosures_

-~ Attachment "A" is the list of "follow-up" actions which we
reviewed with our visitors in the wrap-up session in Washington

+ . on March 10. As indicated here, a number of agreements in

principle were reached during the visit, requiring further

actions in Poland and/or the U.S., including the following:

(a) SouthShore Bank (Chicago) is taking the lead to assemble
funds for a rural credit program for Rural Solidarity starting

this spring.

£b) Heifer Project International has agreed in principle to
collaborate in a farmer-to-farmer -exchange (Western Poland and
Arkansas); we will work together on the project design, and a
funding proposal to the Winthrop Rockefeller Foundation.

(c) Winrock International has agreed in principle to field a
multi-discipline team to go to Poland and assist Rural
Solidarity (Western Poland) design a technical support
program for private sector farmers in that area. (Funding

A\



Appendix J, page 15

for this would be sought from Winrock's foundation
constituency.)

(d) V.0.C.A. has agreed to provide at least one of its
small-scale agri-business volunteers to Western Poland
for this year and to consider a larger complement for

1991.

(e) Georgetown University has agreed in principle to at
least one short-term training scholarship (from its
" AID-funded Eastern Europe program) for this year; a
Georgetown representative will visit Poznan later this
spring for expanded discussions.

(f) Greenpeace will visit Poznan in May/June to consider
possible assistance to Rural Solidarity in promoting
reduced dependence on high chemical inputs to farming.

(g) A.I.D. (Asia/Near East/East Europe office) has encouraged
< the group- from Poznan to include their program aspirations
in a project proposal, ASAP, to the newly forming Polish
American Enterprise Fund

-~ Attachment "B"-is a memorandum (which I ask that you not share
outside of PACT from me to the senior officers of SouthShore
Bank, Chicago. SouthShore is taking the lead role, in association
with TransCentury, in trying to raise immediately some “starter"
funds for a rural credit fund for farmers, to be managed by
the newly formed "MARKET" Bank in Poznan (with which TransCentury
is also collaborating). The Bank would operate the fund in
association with the Rural Solidarity (Western Poland). This
memorandum advises of the status of the follow-up this past
week -~ after the return of our visitors to Poland.

*  x  * Kk x

» We will provide the financial report when all of the expense items
are assembled. We will also provide you with a further narrative update
when we see what comes from the various follow-up items which are currently
on our plates (at TransCentury and in Poznan).

Rita, thank you very much for your prompt work on this matter.
I'd 1ike to note, for the record, the following sequence:

We sent you our request on January 24, and I met with you that day
In response to your feedback January 25, we sent the budget January 31
Your grant letter was issued February 1 (with check dated February 6)
Qur visitors arrivedin Washington February 24, exactly one month from
the date you first heard of our intentions and request.

Thanks.
cc: Lou Mitchell



